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CHAPTER I. INTRODUCTION 
Each succeeding year greater numbers of students may be found en­
rolled in colleges. Best estimates indicate that for every ten students 
who enter college in the United States, only four will graduate from 
that college four years later. One more will eventually graduate from 
the college at some point after those four years. Of the five students 
who dropped out of the college altogether, four will reenroll at a dif­
ferent college, and of those four reenrollees, only two will graduate. 
Of the six students who drop or stop out, three will do so during the 
first year. Two more will drop during the second year, and the last 
one will drop out at some point after the second year. Three of the 
ten students who originally entered college will never obtain a college 
degree (Pantages and Creedon, 1978). 
Tinto (1982) reviewed the literature pertaining to dropout and attri­
tion of students in higher education since 1880. He indicated that rates 
of dropout from higher education have remained strikingly constant over 
the past 100 years. With the exception of the period during and imme­
diately following World War II when the GI Bill was in effect, rates 
of dropout have remained at about 45 percent. Why do approximately half 
the students attending colleges and universities leave before advancing 
their education to the point of a bachelor degree? And how can institu­
tions more effectively serve their students and hopefully retain more 
of them until degree completion? Answers to these questions deserve 
the attention of those interested in and affiliated with institutions 
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of higher education. 
Attrition affects students and institutions and society as a whole 
including families of withdrawing students and every taxpayer (Meerdink, 
1977). Pantages and Creedon (1978) indicated that from the institutional 
point of view, attrition has a heavy impact on institutional operations 
and finance, from the students' point of view, the effect of dropping 
out is another important aspect of the attrition problem. 
Most previous attrition research arose chiefly in institutional 
or from administrative concerns. Summerskill (1962) indicated that the 
colleges' interest in attrition has at least three origins. First, there 
is a persistent underlying concept that the American college is organized 
as a training center rather than as an intellectual center. Many edu­
cators and administrators are sensitive about the local attrition rate, 
and this has led to countless statistical analyses of the problem both 
within a college and between colleges. Secondly, interest in student 
attrition has been stimulated by the marked increase in the size and 
complexity of colleges. And the third reason for the study of attrition 
is both less subtle and less talked about: dollars leave the income 
side of the budget when students leave the college. When student attri­
tion is high, the college budget, typically, under strain, may be unable 
to meet expenses, and quite naturally, there is renewed concern at the 
college about student losses. 
Despite the extensive literature on attrition from higher education, 
the research has not clearly revealed which factors influence students 
to leave or how these factors might be controlled by those with a vested 
3 
interest in preventing students from leaving (Astin, 1975). Tinto sug­
gested that the contradictory and misleading findings in previous attri­
tion studies are due to the researchers failure to distinguish academic 
failure from voluntary withdrawal, and failure to separate permanent 
dropout from temporary and/or transfer behaviors. 
Statement of the Problem 
This study was designed to investigate the factors which affected 
student attrition in the College of Education at Iowa State University 
1975-1980. 
Statement of the Purpose 
The main purpose of this study was to identify the factors affecting 
student withdrawal in the College of Education at Iowa State University. 
The study also investigated the characteristics of dropout patterns (aca­
demic failure dropout, voluntary withdrawal, transfer dropout, temporary 
dropout and permanent dropout) among dropout students. 
The specific objectives of this study were listed as follows: 
1. To provide information about the factors and patterns of stu­
dent attrition in the College of Education at Iowa State Uni­
versity. 
2. To analyze the factors of student attrition in relationship 
to independent variables such as the sex, influential person, 
grade expected, parent's education, parent's occupation, educa­
tional goal, and student employment. 
3. To review and synthesize, from existing college student 
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attrition literature, critical elements of attrition in col­
leges of higher education. 
4. To provide administrators and educators in the College of Edu­
cation at Iowa State University with data that will be helpful 
in improving the retention of students. 
Need of the Study 
Few problems in education have received more research attention 
than that of the student attrition in higher education throughout the 
years. Despite the extensive literature on dropout from higher educa­
tion, much remains unknown about the nature of the dropout process 
(Tinto, 1975). Tinto further indicated that the failure of past research 
to delineate more clearly the multiple characteristics of dropouts can 
be traced to two major shortcomings; namely, inadequate attention given 
to questions of definition and to the development of theoretical models 
that seek to explain, not simply to describe, the processes that bring 
individuals to leave institutions of higher education. Gekowski and 
Schwartz (1961) criticized previous research noting that the studies 
have typically focused on only one or two factors at a time when trying 
to discover the causes of attrition. They insisted that it is reasonable 
to assume that multiple factors operate concurrently to produce attri­
tion. Marks (1967) has criticized attrition studies for relying too 
heavily on ex-post facto methodology. Jex and Merrill (1962) also urged 
that the ex-post facto approach be abandoned in favor of longitudinal 
studies. Pantages and Creedon (1978) asserted that a longitudinal method 
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has the following advantages: (1) it permits an explanation of factors 
that affect dropping out at the very time they are exerting their ef­
fects; (2) it provides a clearer view of the complex interaction of fac­
tors that influence a student to withdraw from college; and (3) It en­
ables the researcher to distinguish more accurately among students who 
drop out and return to a particular college, students who drop out and 
transfer to another college, or students who drop out from higher educa­
tion altogether. 
A number of studies have been conducted to investigate the problem 
of attrition in higher education at the national level (Astin, 1972, 
1975; Cope and Hannah, 1975; Eckland, 1964a; Iffert, 1957; Summerskill, 
1962). These national studies revealed that 50% of the entering class 
will be lost to the average college by the end of four years, only 40% 
of the entering class will graduate from that college four years later, 
the remaining 10% will graduate from that college after four years, and 
20% of the lost students will graduate from some other institutions even­
tually. The percentage of students lost to a college over a four-year 
period has not changed significantly in six decades. 
The stability and permanence of dropout rate at the national level 
do not rule out the possibility that individual institutions can influ­
ence the rate of dropout among their own students (Tinto, 1982). Based 
on the review of 35 studies, Summerskill (1962) reported that enormous 
variation in the attrition rates of individual institutions range from 
12% to 82%. There are also differences in attrition rates according 
to the type of institution (Iffert, 1957; Summerskill, 1962; Trent and 
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Ruyle, 1965). 
Most of the early research, and much of the current efforts, in­
volved primarily academic factors associated with attrition. The major 
academic factors employed in these studies are high school GPA, high 
school rank (Astin, 1973; Blanchfield, 1971; Demitroff, 1974; Summer-
skill, 1962), first semester college grades (Summerskill, 1962; Thayer, 
1973), scholastic aptitude (Johansson and Rossmann, 1973; Schmid and 
Reed, 1966), and study habits (Demitroff, 1974; Trent and Ruyle, 1965). 
An increasing number of studies devoted to the search for demo­
graphic factors associated with attrition have been undertaken recently. 
The demographic factors which received most research attention are age, 
sex, socioeconomic status, hometown location and size, and size and type 
of high school. Reports of the studies showed that most of the demo­
graphic factors are not the significant variables in determining per­
sistence or attrition (Anderson, 1974; Iffert, 1957; Johansson and Ross­
mann, 1973; Sexton, 1965; Summerskill, 1962; Tinto, 1975). 
More studies showed that the most prominent reasons given by drop­
outs as prime factors in their décision to drop out are such motivational 
factors as commitment, reasons for attending college, vocational and 
occupational goals, educational interests, parental influence and peer-
group influence (Bayer, 1968; Dollar, 1970). 
Other factors associated with attrition have been widely studied 
including personality, college environment, financial factors and health 
factors (Erickson, 1968; Feldman and Newcomb, 1969; Johansson and 
Rossmann, 1973; Kamens, 1971; Kauffman, 1964; Maudal et al., 1974). 
7 
Considerably less research has examined the factors related to drop­
out in teacher education. Nutter (1983) indicated that most of the drop­
outs from teacher education had had little or no experience with the 
teacher education curriculum. Students who take more than one course 
in the teacher education curriculum tend to finish the program rather 
than voluntarily transfer to another major. Her study revealed that 
the most prominent factors causing student dropout from teacher education 
are job opportunities for teachers, teachers' salaries, job security, 
status of teaching, and discipline problems in schools. A number of 
recent studies reported their results concerning dropout from teacher 
education (Austin-Martin et al., 1981; Brubaker, 1976; Erickson et al., 
1968; Jantzen, 1981; Lortie, 1975; Ornstein, 1981; Schlechty & Vance, 
1981; Yarger et al., 1977). 
Menne (1973) conducted a study of the problem of student dropout 
at Iowa State University. Menne's report indicated no definite patterns 
and has left us with no clear cut information about what must be changed 
to ameliorate the problem. Rather, we are left with the conclusion that 
further research is necessary. The College of Education at Iowa State 
University has not conducted a study of attrition for several years. 
What are the factors influencing attrition in the College of Education 
at Iowa State University? How can the College of Education more effec­
tively serve students and hopefully retain more of them until degree 
completion? These questions are worth further investigation. 
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Assumptions of the Study 
The following assumptions were made concerning this study: 
1. The procedures for selecting the research subjects were valid 
and adequate for making inferences for the general population. 
2. The survey questionnaire administered to the dropout students 
to identify the factors for attrition was valid for that pur­
pose. 
3. The subjects gave honest responses on the items of the ques­
tionnai re. 
4. The subjects were able to correctly interpret the questionnaire 
i terns. 
5. Any uncontrolled variables of the study was uniformly distrib­
uted over the entire sample. 
Limitations of the Study 
1. Generalization of this study was limited to the College of 
Education at Iowa State University. 
2. The study was limited to the freshmen who enrolled in the Col­
lege of Education at Iowa State University in 1975-1980 but 
left the College of Education before completing the bachelor 
degree. 
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Procedure of the Study 
The procedure of the study consisted of the following: 
1. A review and synthesis, from existing college student attrition 
research literature, of the vital information of attrition 
in colleges of higher education was made. 
' 2. Identification of the population of the study. The freshmen 
who entered the College of Education at Iowa State University 
but left the College of Education before completing degree 
were identified as the population of this study. 
3. The selection of the sample from the population. The sample 
was identified and selected from the Registrar's Office at 
Iowa State University and the Students' Service Office in the 
College of Education. The sample was obtained from the popu­
lation of the students who entered the College of Education 
as freshmen during 1975-1980. 
4. The development of a student attrition survey form which con­
tained general background and reasons for leaving the College 
of Education at Iowa State University was developed. 
5. Verification of the content validity, plausibility of items, 
and the appropriateness of constructed questionnaire items. 
Assistance was sought from the faculty at Iowa State Univer­
sity. 
6. Revision of the questionnaire items based on the suggestions 
of the faculty was completed. 
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7. The collection of the data. The survey questionnaire was 
mailed to research subjects, and follow-up letters were sent 
to nonrespondents. 
8. The data on each subject coded for computer processing. 
9. Analysis of the data. 
10. Conclusions based on the results of the data analysis were 
drawn. 
11. A report of the research results was written. 
11 
CHAPTER II. REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The purpose of this chapter is to examine the literature and re­
search related to student attrition at the college level. The review 
of literature is divided into ten major parts: (1) definition of classi­
fication of dropout in attrition studies, (2) academic factors associated 
with attrition, (3) college environment factors associated with attri­
tion, (4) financial factors associated with attrition, (5) social factors 
associated with attrition, (6) motivational factors associated with attri­
tion, (7) personality factors associated with attrition, (8) students' 
reasons for dropping out, (9) activity of dropouts following withdrawal, 
and (10) summary. 
Definition and Classification of Dropout 
in Attrition Studies 
The definition of dropout and attrition affects the studies use­
fulness to other researchers and educators. The validity of combining 
the findings from separate studies depends, in part, on how attrition 
was operationally defined in those studies (Pantages and Creedon, 1978). 
Cope and Hannah (1975) also indicated that the term dropout may connote 
several meanings and these should be distinguished from one another. 
Astin (1975) suggested that a key aspect of any dropout study is defining 
its central subject. In a thorough review of literature, Panos and Astin 
(1968) concluded that the results of many attrition studies are not com­
parable because they in fact deal with different phenomena. Tinto (1975) 
suggested that the failure of past attrition research in higher education 
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to delineate more clearly the multiple characteristics of dropout can 
be traced to two major shortcomings; namely, inadequate attention given 
to questions of definition and to the development of theoretical models. 
He further indicated that the failure to define dropout adequately can 
have significant impact upon questions of policy in higher education. 
From the institutional perspective, administrators may be unable to 
identify target populations requiring specific forms of assistance. 
From the wider perspective of the state, planners may not be able to 
provide for flexible admission and transfer procedures that permit indi­
viduals to find a niche in some part of the higher educational system 
more easily. 
Two main operational definitions of the college dropout have been 
frequently used in the research on attrition in higher education. The 
first definition defines a dropout as any person who leaves the college 
of initial matriculation before completing degree work, and the second 
definition refers to those who never graduate from any institution of 
higher education (Meerdink, 1977). For the first definition of dropout, 
Spady (1970) stated that this definition is an important criterion for 
admissions officers, institutional planners, guidance and counseling 
personnel, social scientists, and others concerned with student morale, 
institutional commitment, and with the prediction, explanation, or pre­
vention of student turnover. This definition is used most often and 
is relevant to research aimed at concerns and policies of particular 
institutions. Such a simplistic definition of dropout is much easier 
to use and collect more reliable data. However, its single institutional 
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orientation overlooks a substantial proportion of students who simply 
transfer and also may include the growing number of stopouts, those who 
leave their college for a temporary period (Cope and Hannah, 1975). 
In contrast to the first definition of dropout, the second defini­
tion is relevant to the orientation of the wider system of higher educa­
tion of society as a whole. Tinto and Cullen (1973) indicated that 
"since the definition focuses attention on the system of higher educa­
tional institutions, it has been most often employed by educational and 
social planners, by social scientists concerned with problems of the 
production of human capital, and by government officials concerned with 
the allocation of scarce resources among alternative forms of high-level 
manpower production" (p. 3). 
Meerdink (1977) pointed out that this definition has two major dis­
advantages: (1) reliable data collection methods would be extremely 
cumbersome and difficult and (2) the data collected from various insti­
tutions would not be uniform. 
In order to better understand the characteristics of dropouts and 
nondrops, many researchers have attempted to classify students into more 
categories instead of the more common two-group (dropout and nondropout) 
analysis. Savicki et al. (1970) indicated that finer discriminations 
between the categories will yield better results and clearer interpre­
tations of those results, and will improve our understanding of the many 
ramifications of attrition. Tinto (1975) suggested distinguishing drop­
out percentages from academic failure from that which is the outcome 
of voluntary withdrawal. He separates permanent dropout from temporary 
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and/or transfer behaviors. Prediger (1965) used four-way classifica­
tion: (1) academically successful persisters (GPA>2.00), (2) unsuccess­
ful persistera (GPA<2.00), (3) successful dropouts (GPA>2.00), and (4) 
unsuccessful dropout (GPA<2.00) for analysis. He reported statistically 
significant differences in attrition rates among these four groups, rang­
ing from .005 to .05. 
Rossmann and Kirk (1970) suggested that the categories of successful 
and unsuccessful dropouts be more appropriately designated as voluntary 
and nonvoluntary withdrawal because they thought that having a GPA of 
less than 2.00 is not low enough to force students to drop out through 
administrative action. 
However, Pantages and Creedon (1978) believed that basing the dis­
tinction between voluntary and nonvoluntary withdrawal on scholastic 
achievement is inappropriate because it ignores the factors that have 
caused poor academic performance. It is these factors that influence 
the decision to drop out, not the end result of these factors (i.e., 
poor grades). 
Rose and Elton (1966) asserted that dropping out during the course 
of the semester is psychologically different from dropping out after 
the semester is completed. They further indicated that the personality 
organization of students may vary according to method of departure from 
college. A study by Barger and Hall (1965) found the stated reasons 
for withdrawal were different for those students who dropped out early 
in the year than for those who dropped out later. 
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Academic Factors Associated with Attrition 
High school GPA and class rank 
A substantial number of research findings has shown clearly that 
the student's academic performance in high school is a major predictor 
of college attrition. The measures used in most studies include the 
student's average high school grade, rank in high school graduating 
class, and academic ability as measured by college admissions test scores 
(Astin, 1975). A study by Bertrand (1955) showed that of those who 
dropped out for academic reasons, 73% were in the lowest quartile of 
their high school class, and that 75% of those on official probationary 
status were also from the lowest quartile. A national study by Astin 
(1975) indicated that students' chances either of stopping out or 
dropping out of college increase consistently as their high school grades 
decrease. And rank in class also contributes independently to the predic­
tion of dropping out, although the relationship is not as strong as the 
one for grades. 
However, several studies have found no significant differences in 
high school GPA or class rank between dropouts and nondropouts (Blanch-
field, 1971; Rossmann and Kirk, 1970). Pantages and Creedon (1978) ex­
plained that "these findings may be due to the fact that a large majority 
of dropouts transfer to another college or reenroll at some later time 
and are not permanent dropouts. The high school standings of these drop­
out reenrollees and the nondropouts could very well be the same" (p. 62). 
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Scholastic aptitude 
The College Entrance Examination Board's SAT-math and SAT-verbal 
tests, the School and College Abilities Test (SCAT), and the American 
College Testing Program (ACT) are the most common aptitude measures used 
in attrition studies. The majority of the studies indicated that there 
is a significant difference between dropouts and nondropouts on measures 
of scholastic aptitude and ability. Summerskill (1962) reported that 
average scholastic aptitude scores were found to be lower for dropouts 
than for nondropouts in 16 of 19 studies. Astin's (1975) study found 
that the SAT and ACT measures contribute significantly to the prediction 
of dropout, yet the predictive strength of these test scores is consis­
tently smaller than that of high school grades. 
No significant difference in aptitude test scores between dropouts 
and nondropouts has been found in several studies (Blanchfield, 1971; 
Williams, 1966). Williams further explained that these findings may 
be due to two factors: 
1. not all tests of scholastic aptitude and ability may be accur­
ate in detecting differences between the two groups; 
2. in the colleges studied, there might have been a narrow range 
of student aptitude, thus making it difficult for aptitude 
tests to distinguish between groups. 
Johansson and Rossmann (1973) separated voluntary dropouts from nonvolun­
tary dropouts in their study; and they found no significant difference 
in scholastic aptitude measures between nondropouts and voluntary with­
drawal s. 
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College grade point average 
Several studies have been conducted to investigate the relation 
between attrition and first semester college grades. The results of 
review of literature by Pantages and Creedon (1978) found a highly sig­
nificant relation between attrition and first semester college grades. 
However, there is no difference in first semester grades between non-
dropouts and voluntary dropouts. 
Some researchers attempt to analyze the importance of college GPA 
in relation to attrition, transfer, and persistence of students. A study 
by Knickerbocker (1972) indicated that a significant difference in GPAs 
of dropouts and persisters, transfers and persisters but not between 
dropouts and transfers. 
College Environment Factors 
Associated with Attrition 
A thorough review of literature by Pantages and Creedon (1978) re­
vealed that the college environment plays a major role in determining 
the persistence or withdrawal of enrolling students. They further indi­
cated that college environment influences the formation of occupational 
goals, and it produces changes in the students who attend the college, 
and it also serves as a selective device even before the student enrolls. 
Pace and Stern (1958) suggested that college environment factor should 
be given more emphasis in attrition studies. 
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College type 
A national study by Astin (1972) found that: (1) public institu­
tions of higher education tend to have higher dropout rates than private 
institutions; (2) two-year colleges have higher dropout rates than do 
four-year colleges. He explained that the higher rates of attrition 
at public institutions may be due to much of the student selection proc­
ess takes place before entering private colleges, whereas the selection 
process within the public institutions normally takes place after en­
trance. Astin found that, even though the higher rates of attrition 
at two-year colleges are primarily attributable to the lower level of 
motivation and academic ability of the entering students, the retention 
rates of two-year colleges are still somewhat lower than would be ex­
pected from the characteristics of their students alone. 
College size 
Size of the institution appears to be related to attrition, but 
in a manner as yet unclear. Newcomb (1962) indicated that huge, cold, 
and impersonal universities cause students to feel lost or insignificant, 
encouraging greater attrition. A study by Nelson (1966) reported similar 
results. Feldman and Newcomb (1969) explained that large institutions: 
(1) reduce the students' confidence in themselves in terms of their so­
cial acceptability and scholastic ability; (2) are less likely to be 
regarded by the students as friendly and cohesive communities; and (3) 
promote less contact between students and faculty. All of these factors 
contribute to increasing student dissatisfaction with the institution 
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and to making dropping out more probable. 
However, Kamens (1971) found that larger institutions have lower 
dropout rates. He noted that, even after the quality of the institutions 
and the characteristics of the students are taken into consideration, 
larger institution tend to have lower dropout rates than do smaller 
ones. Cope (1972) suggested that a break-even point may exist for each 
college: small colleges may have more success (in terms of persistence) 
with graduates of small high schools; the reverse might be true of large 
colleges. 
Housing 
A review by Pantages and Creedon (1978) suggested that where the 
student lives while attending college and what type of housing the stu­
dent lives in affect attrition. Housing is a significant factor, but 
it is unlikely that it is a primary factor in attrition. Several studies 
(Astin; 1973; Newcomb, 1962) have shown that students living off-campus 
are much more likely to dropout than those who live on-campus. Slocum 
(1956) reported that students who lives in a fraternity or a sorority 
had the best retention rates of all. However, Barger and Hall (1965) 
indicated no significant differences in attrition. 
Regarding distance to college, several studies (Mehra, 1973; Stor-
dahl, 1967) found greater distance from college related to higher with­
drawal rates; students often gave as their reason for transferring to 
another college a desire to be closer to home. Iffert (1957) indicated 
that students residing on campus had a significantly better persistence 
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record than had students who lived with parents, relatives or friends. 
Extracurricular activities 
Astin (1975) found that participation in extracurricular activities, 
especially membership in social fraternities or sororities, is signifi­
cantly related to staying in college. His findings support the assump­
tion that student persistence to some extent depends on the degree of 
personal involvement in campus life and environment. Several studies 
(Chase, 1970; Stone, 1965; Wolford, 1964) confirmed Astin's assertion. 
Spady (1971) further explained that extracurricular activities may pro­
vide both social and academic rewards that heighten the person's commit­
ment to the institution and reduce the probability of his dropping out 
from college. 
On the other hand, Hannah (1969) indicated that 69% of a group of 
potential dropouts felt that extracurricular activities were valuable. 
And Demitroff (1974) found that actual dropouts attached more value to 
these activities and also spent more time participating in them. A 
study by Fishman and Pasanella (1960) indicated that participation in 
extracurricular activities does not account for much more of the variance 
in attrition. 
Student-faculty relationships 
A number of studies have found that social interaction with the 
college's faculty is related to persistence in college (Gamson, 1966; 
Spady, 1971). Spady (1971) suggested that these findings arise from 
the fact that interaction with the faculty not only increases social 
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integration and institutional commitment and increases the individual's 
academic integration. Hannah (1969) found that dropouts were more dis­
satisfied than persisters with their relationship with their professors, 
and experienced a barrier between themselves and their professors that 
prohibited close contact. Slocum (1956) reported that 66% of the drop­
outs were dissatisfied with faculty relationships, as compared with 49% 
of the persisters. A review of literature by Tinto (1975) suggested 
that student interaction with faculty appear to be more important in 
the student's major area than it is in other areas not only because of 
the former's proximity to the interests of the student but also because 
of its potential impact upon the student's future occupational mobility. 
Financial Factors Associated with Attrition 
Summerskill (1962) reported that in 16 out of 21 studies, financial 
reasons were ranked among the top three most important factors in attri­
tion. However, a careful review of literature by Cope and Hannah (1975) 
concluded that financing college is not a major problem in persistence. 
They further explained that lack of money is a socially acceptable reason 
to discontinue attending school regardless of actual financial position. 
They believed that the commitment to finish college resulting from the 
motivational climate of the family is far more important than having 
enough money in accounting for the student's own efforts to solve money 
problems. Many of the claims of dropping out because of finances could 
easily be claims of dropping out because of lack of commitment. 
Undergraduates usually pay their college costs through one or a 
combination of four sources of aid: family (parents, spouse, and so 
on), scholarships or grants, loans, and work. This section will investi­
gate the relationship between attrition and these financing sources. 
Family aid 
A national study by Astin (1975) revealed that students rely on 
parental aid far more than any other single source. For nearly 65% of 
the white women, parental aid is a major source of support for their 
freshman undergraduate year, while only 16% receive no parental support. 
For 47% of the men, parental aid is a major source, while for 28% it 
is not. Blacks are somewhat less likely than whites to rely on parental 
aid, only 33% depend on parental aid for major freshman support. Re­
ceiving support from parents for college expenses generally enhances 
the student's ability to complete college. This facilitative effect 
occurs among students in all income groups, except women from high-income 
brackets. His study has shown that continuing parental help beyond the 
freshman year appears to enhance the student's chances of finishing col­
lege. Astin's (1975) study also indicated that the effects of financial 
support from spouses are important in finishing college. Of the men 
who are married when they start college, 55% have wives who provide finan­
cial support for college expenses, and four in five of these wives supply 
major support. For women, 71% have husbands who help pay college ex­
penses, and better than four in five of these husbands provide major 
rather than minor aid. His study indicated that students who are married 
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when they enter college persist better if their spouses provide major 
support for their college costs. Among students who marry after entering 
college, assistance from spouse facilitates persistence, regardless of 
the amount. 
Scholarships and grants 
Astin's (1975) study indicated that 31% of the men and 36% of the 
women receive scholarships and grants for support for their freshman 
expenses. Scholarships and grants are much more frequent sources for 
black students. His report has shown that scholarships or grants are 
associated with small increases in student persistence rates. These 
beneficial effects are confined largely to women from low-income families 
and to men from middle income families. Blanchfield (1971) reported 
that the size of the scholarship is positively correlated with the proba­
bility of persisting. However, Fields and LeMay (1973) disclosed that 
there is no significant relationship between receiving a scholarship 
or grant and persistence. 
Loans 
Blanchfield (1971) found that the percentage of costs financed by 
loan support is not related to persistence. Astin (1975) reported that 
21% of the men and 24% of the women received loans to support their col­
lege expenses during the freshman year. For approximately three recip­
ients in five, loans constitute a major source of support. His study 
indicated that reliance on loans is associated with decreased persistence 
among men in all income groups. Among women, the effects are highly 
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variable, depending on the amount of the loan support and the income 
level of the women's parents. Among black students attending white col­
leges, reliance on loans is associated with increased persistence. 
Work-study program 
Astin's (1975) survey reported that the number of students partici­
pating in federally sponsored work-study programs increased from 3% in 
1968 to 9% in 1972 for men, and from 6% in 1968 to 13% in 1972 for women. 
For more than 75% of these students, work-study provides only minor sup­
port for their college expenses. This study found that participation 
in federal work-study programs seems to enhance student persistence, 
particularly among women and blacks. 
Employment 
Astin's (1975) study clearly revealed that the student's chances 
of finishing college can be significantly influenced by the type and 
extent of employment. He reported that having a job usually increases 
the student's chances of finishing college if employment is less than 
full-time (under 25 hours a week), but working full-time has a consis­
tently negative effect on persistence. On-campus work is generally pref­
erable to off-campus employment. Several studies (Fields and LeMay, 
1973; Henry, 1967) confirmed that Astin's findings that working no more 
than 15 hours per week will not adversely affect the student's academic 
performance. Iffert (1957) found that the greater the time spent on 
employment, the greater the chances of dropping out. 
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In a careful review of literature. Partages and Creedon (1978) sug­
gested that "interpretation of studies on financial status and attrition 
is difficult for several reasons: (1) the cost of a college education 
varies greatly, as do the financial aid resources of each college; (2) 
studies that focus on the relationship between receiving grants and drop­
ping out require that the academic ability of the recipients be con­
trolled; and (3) working while attending college is a factor that also 
must be taken into consideration when studying the influence of financial 
aid on attrition" (p. 81). They concluded that only the awarding of 
scholarships and grants increases chances of persistence, but loans and 
work-study programs do not enhance persistence. 
Social Factors Associated with Attrition 
After reviewing the literature, Tinto (1975) suggested that indi­
vidual decisions as to persistence in college may be affected by a per­
son's integration into social system of the college. He further indi­
cated that social integration involves notions of both levels of inte­
gration and of degrees of congruency between the individual and his so­
cial environment. To a college student, social integration occurs mainly 
through informal peer group associations, extracurricular activities, 
and interaction with faculty and administrative personnel within the 
college. Several studies (Flacks, 1963; Jones, 1952) reported that so­
cial integration through friendship support of peer-group is positively 
related to persistence in college. Spady (1971) found that college drop­
outs perceive themselves as having less social interaction than do 
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college persisters. Spady found that even when the individual perceives 
himself as not being consistent with the prevailing social climate of 
the college, sufficient friendship support can still lead to social inte­
gration. 
Cope and Hannah (1975) reported that emotional problem is related 
to withdrawal, and emotional upset is associated with the aspects of 
the campus environment. These social concerns included disappointments 
in relationships with the opposite sex, disillusionment about friend­
ships, meeting students with different standards, and not being accepted 
by the social groups. 
Several studies (Hanson and Taylor, 1970; Rose and Elton, 1966) 
revealed that supportive groups or subcultures play an important role 
in preventing students from voluntary withdrawal. Hanson and Taylor 
(1970) found that academically successful students who withdraw from 
college score significantly lower on measures of social relationships 
than do either persisters or academic dismissals. Some investigators 
(Lavin, 1965; Spady, 1971; Wallace, 1966) reported that excessive inter­
action in the social domain may tend to detract from time student spent 
on academic studies and lead to lower academic performance and eventual 
academic dismissal. However, voluntary withdrawal seldom occurs as a 
result of such excessive social interaction. 
Other studies (Chase, 1970; Spady, 1971; Stone, 1965) indicated 
that social integration through extracurricular activities may have no 
deleterious effects upon academic performance or persistence in college. 
Favorable student-faculty relationship may enhance persistence in college 
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(Gamson, 1966; Spady, 1971). 
Motivational Factors Associated with Attrition 
In most studies of reasons for attrition, the most obvious reasons 
given by dropouts as prime factors in their decision to drop out are 
motivational (Iffert, 1957; Pantages and Creedon, 1978; Summerskil1, 
1952). Summerskil1 (1962) indicated that the problem with studies that 
dealt with motivational variable is that it is difficult to investigate 
what motivational factors are actually predictive of persistence or how 
to accurately assess these motives in students. In spite of the method­
ological difficulties, some researchers have used their efforts to gain 
a better understanding of motivational studies of attrition. Some of 
their study results are summarized in this section. 
Educational goals and commitment 
Several studies (Bucklin and Bucklin, 1970; Krebs and Liberty, 1971; 
Sewell and Shah, 1967; Spaeth, 1970) suggest that students commitment 
to the goal of college completion is most influential in determining 
college persistence. Whether measured in terms of educational plans, 
educational expectations, or career expectations, the higher the level 
of plans, the more likely is the individual to persist in college. A 
study by Sewell and Shah (1967) revealed that the level of educational 
plans held by the individual was the strongest independent influence 
upon college completion if family social status and ability were taken 
into account. Marks (1967) reported that those students who expect to 
drop out actually do drop out in significantly high percentages. And 
those students most likely to drop out were uncommitted to college and 
had low aspirations and educational values. 
Using four categories of students—persisters, transfer, voluntary 
withdrawals, and academic dismissals—to investigate the relationship 
between academic competence and commitment to college completion, Hackman 
and Dysinger (1970) found that students with high academic competence 
and moderate to high college commitment are most likely to persist. 
Students with high competence but moderate to low commitment tend to 
transfer to other colleges or drop out and reenroll at a later time. 
Students with low competence but with moderate to high commitment tend 
to persist in college until they are forced to leave because of poor 
grades. Students with both low competence and low commitment are likely 
to drop out and are unlikely to ever reenroll at any college. 
Vocational goals 
Spaeth (1970) found that the individual's expectation for his future 
occupational status was, after ability, the single most important inde­
pendent predictor of actual attainment. Several studies (Frank and Kirk, 
1975; Hanson and Taylor, 1970; Sexton, 1965) suggest that students having 
a vocational goal were more likely to persist in college because it pro­
vides a motivation for undertaking a particular academic program. A 
review of literature by Summerskill (1962) indicated that students with 
definite vocational choices are more likely to be overachievers at col- . 
lege and to graduate from college. However, Iffert's (1957) study shows 
that having a vocational goal has a significant effect on persistence 
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only at some types of institutions (e.g., technological institutions 
and teachers colleges), but not for all colleges. Other studies (Barger 
and Hall, 1965; Panos and Astin, 1968) found no significant effects of 
vocational goals on persistence in college. Pantages and Creadon (1978) 
explained that these inconsistent findings are a reflection of inadequate 
measures of the strength of vocational goals and interests. 
Parental and peer-group influence 
A review of literature by Sexton (1965) indicated that parental 
influence is a significant factor affecting the students' achievement 
motivation, and their educational and occupational aspirations. Slocum 
(1956) found that 81% of the nondropouts felt that their parents were 
very interested in the student completing a degree as contrasted to only 
35% of the parents of the dropouts. However, several studies (Barger 
and Hall, 1965; Rossmann and Kirk, 1970) found that there is no signifi­
cant relationship between parental influence and student persistence. 
After reviewing the literature, Pantages and Creedon (1978) concluded 
that "it seems feasible to propose that parental aspirations with respect 
to the student's education and their influence on the likelihood of per­
sistence in college is mediated by the quality of the relationship be­
tween the student and parents. The better the relationship, the more 
influence parental aspiration will have; and depending upon what these 
parental aspirations are, the greater will be the effect on the student's 
persistence or withdrawal from college" (p. 70). 
Peer group forms the most significant external influence on the 
college students, and is second only to the personal characteristics 
of the student in the information of the college product (Pantages and 
Creadon, 1978). Carew (1957) found that students characterized by high 
acceptance had significantly higher GPAs than those with low acceptance. 
Personality Factors Associated with Attrition 
Many researchers have devoted their efforts to investigate the rela­
tionship between personality variables and attrition. Heilbrun (1965) 
employed the Socialization and Responsibility scores of MMPI personality 
test to distinguish the personality traits between dropouts and persis­
ter;. He found that persisters have higher scores in the socialization 
measures of personal maturity, freedom from rebellion and authority prob­
lems, and in the capacity to live with others with friction and to have 
higher levels in responsibility scores of seriousness of thought, develop­
ment of values, and dependability. Heilbrun's study show that persisters 
are more conforming and self-sufficient. Belcastro (1979) used EPPS 
(Edwards Personal Preference Schedule) and SVIB (Strong Vocational In­
terest Blank) measures to differentiate the completers and noncompleters 
of a secondary teacher preparation program. His study found that male 
completers were more conforming, less accepting of sympathy, and had 
interests less like successful workers in the skilled trades than male 
noncompleters. Female completers had a more adequate sex adjustment, 
were higher academic achievers, were more interested in the literary 
arts, and had more feminine interests than female noncompleters. 
Bel Castro suggested that completers and noncompleters of a secondary 
teacher preparation program may be differentiated on the basis of per­
sonality and interest measures. 
After reviewing the literature, Pantages and Creedon (1978) sug­
gested that dropouts are more unable to adapt to "the college milieu,", 
aloof, assertive, critical, disagreeable, immature, impulsive, impetu­
ous, nonconforming, and unconventional, likely to overemphasize personal 
pleasures, rebellious against authority, resentful of college academic 
and social regulations, self-centered, lacking self-sufficiency, uncer­
tain about the future, and uncooperative. Several studies (Demos, 1968; 
Hannah, 1969; Jex and Merrill, 1962) indicated that most of the dropouts 
seldom felt any anger toward themselves, their college, their parents, 
or toward society in general. Students with high hostility tend t.o trans­
fer to another college; while students with both high hostility and mal­
adjustment generally drop out of college permanently (Rose and Elton, 
1966). 
By using the four categories: (1) successful persister, (2) proba­
tion persister (a student enrolled in college but on academic, probation), 
(3) defaulter (a student who withdraws with GPA below 2.00), and (4) 
dropout (a student who withdraws with a GPA of 2.00 or above). Rose and 
Elton (1966) reported that personality traits are able to differentiate 
significantly between both persisting groups and both withdrawal groups, 
even between the type of persisting group (above or below a 2.00 GPA) 
and withdrawal group (dropout or defaulter). 
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Health Factors Associated with Attrition 
Summerskil1's (1962) review of literature indicated that dropouts 
due to health reasons, illness or injury, constitute a relatively small 
but significant portion of the total dropout population. He reported 
that the average dropout rate because of medical reasons was 8%. Simi­
larly, Iffert (1957) found that 1% of the males and 10% of the females 
who dropout attributed some significance to health factors. More re­
cently, a national study by Astin (1975) revealed that 1% of the men 
and 1% of the women who dropped out from college regard illness or acci­
dent as reasons for their dropping out. He found that stopouts are much 
more likely than dropouts to give illness or accident as a reason for 
leaving college. This difference is especially large among women. 
Student deaths occur at the rate of one per thousand yearly. • They 
do not contribute significantly to attrition rate (Iffert, 1955). Summer-
skill (1962) suggested that illness or death in the student's family 
is responsible for a certain number of withdrawals from college because 
it may force the student to drop out for financial reasons. 
Students' Reasons for Dropping Out 
Three national studies (Astin, 1975; Iffert, 1957; Panos and Astin, 
1968) have consistently found that the reasons given for dropping out 
differ between men and women. The studies agreed that the major reason 
given for women's dropping out was marriage and pregnancy, whereas men 
tended to drop out more from lack of interest in study and dissatisfac­
tion with the college. Financial difficulties were cited as an equally 
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important matter for both sexes. More men than women consistently at­
tributed their dropping out to poor grades. Frequently cited by both 
men and women was dissatisfaction with the college environment, lack 
of interest in studies, uncertain career plans, and uncertain major, 
and financial difficulties (Astin, 1975; Cope and Hannah, 1975). Astin's 
(1975) study indicated that women are three times more likely than men 
to give marriage as a reason for dropping out of college. Getting mar­
ried while in college is one of the most important determinants of drop­
ping out for women, but of little or nor importance for men. 
In terms of race, Astin (1975) found that whites, in general, are 
more likely than blacks to check more than one reason for leaving col­
lege. Among the reasons showing the greatest differences between whites 
and blacks are boredom with courses, dissatisfaction with requirements 
or regulations, and change in career plans. Blacks are much more likely 
than whites to check financial difficulties and marriage. 
Several studies have investigated the perceived importance of rea­
sons for dropping out by the type of dropout (Astin, 1975; Barger and 
Hall, 1965; Eckland, 1964b). Eckland's (1964b) study shows that academic 
difficulties obviously do not lead the student to drop out permanently. 
The student is likely to transfer to another college or drop out tem­
porarily to set educational and occupational goals. Lack of interest 
plays a very significant role in determining the permanency of dropping 
out. Astin (1975) found that temporary dropouts are much more likely 
than permanent dropouts to give illness or accident as a reason for leav­
ing college. Temporary dropouts are significantly less likely than 
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permanent dropouts to give any one of the following reasons for leaving 
college: marriage, dissatisfaction with requirements or regulations, 
and inability to take desired courses or programs. Barger and Hall 
(1965) revealed that early dropouts were more likely to drop out for 
financial reasons, dissatisfaction with the college, motivational rea­
sons, or because they found full-time employment. Late dropouts were 
more likely to withdraw because of academic reasons. 
Several studies (Eckland, 1964a; Freedman, 1956; Sanford, 1964; 
Sexton, 1965) have investigated the differences in the reported reasons 
for dropping out in terms of the student's year in college. Freedman 
(1956) found that: (1) dropping out during the freshman year is gen­
erally precipitated for academic reasons because the freshman year deter­
mines the basic orientation to the college and goes a long way toward 
either establishing or reaffirming certain enduring habits and values 
of life; (2) sophomore year did not create any undue anxiety although 
they had to declare their major at the end of the year; (3) junior year 
is a time of maximum solidarity in the college community, socially and 
educationally because most collegewide requirements are completed by 
then and the student is caught up in their major field of study. Eckland 
(1964a) reported that there is very little attrition during the senior 
year. 
Activity of Dropouts Following Withdrawal 
A national study by Astin (1975) analyzed the employment status 
of dropouts by sex and marital status. Astin's study found that the 
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employment patterns for married dropouts reveal significant differences 
between the sexes. Ninety-one percent of the married men are employed 
full time and only 1% are unemployed and not looking for work, whereas 
only 49% of the married women are employed full time, with an additional 
33% unemployed and not looking for work. For unmarried dropouts, 
slightly more women (76%) than men (72%) are employed full time, with 
no significant difference in the proportions of the two sexes unemployed 
and not looking for work. This study also has shown that employment 
status for unmarried dropouts are in significant contrast to those for 
married dropouts. More married men (91%) than unmarried men (72%) are 
employed full time. Inversely, more unmarried women (76%) than married 
women (49%) are employed full time. However, more married women (12%) 
than unmarried women (8%) hold part-time jobs. 
After reviewing the literature, Cope and Hannah (1975) suggested 
that "we have been overestimating the negative implications of inter­
rupted studies and even permanent dropping out" (p. 59). He further 
argued that: (1) a high proportion of those who withdraw from the col­
lege of first enrollment either return or transfer to another institution 
within a short time of withdrawing, (2) a large proportion of the reen-
rolling students earn the intended degree and go on to graduate school, 
(3) the lifetime earnings of those not earning degrees is almost as high 
as the earnings of the college graduate, (4) there is little evidence 
that dropping out temporarily or permanently has much, if any, long-term 
negative effect on a person's sense of self-worth, career choice, or 
success in marriage, and (5) dropping out appears to be overrated as 
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a problem in its own right; it is rather the symptom of other problems, 
often originating earlier in life. 
Summary 
Using precise operational definitions of dropout and nondropout 
affects the study's usefulness to other researchers and educators. To 
better understand the characteristics of dropouts and nondropouts, re­
searchers have successfully classified students into more categories 
instead of the common two-group (dropout and nondropout) analysis. The 
literature indicates that finer discriminations between the categories 
will yield better understanding and clearer interpretations of those 
findi ngs. 
Research on factors that may affect student attrition in college 
level have been eagerly sought by researchers and educators, but findings 
of those studies have yielded ambiguous results. Most of the studies 
indicated that academic factors are the most significant single predic­
tors of attrition. High school rank, high school GPA, and scholastic 
aptitude measures are the best predictors we have of attrition. The 
first semester GPA is an accurate predictor of attrition when grades 
are low, however, high grades do not guarantee persistence. Findings 
of the studies found that those who withdraw generally show both higher 
grade performance and higher levels of intellectual development than 
do the average persisters. 
The usefulness of motivational factors such as motivational levels 
and commitment in attrition studies have been seriously hindered by the 
lack of valid and reliable measurement instruments. More efforts are 
necessary for developing better instruments for motivational measurement 
before they can be used as a predictor variable in attrition research. 
Reports of the studies indicate that parental or college peer-group in­
fluences are significant variables in predicting attrition, but they 
do not appear to be powerful enough to be considered important factors. 
Research on personality characteristics of incoming college students 
to withdrawal or persistence is plagued by the same problems affecting 
motivational factors: a lack of valid and reliable measures. Several 
studies using personality measures have yielded encouraging information 
that support continuing research along these lines. Research reports 
implied that personality factors appear to be more suited as guidelines 
for preventative counseling programs rather than as useful variables 
for prediction purposes. 
As to financial factors, students consistently rank finances high 
in their reasons for dropping out. However, several studies found that 
financial difficulties are not the main reasons that lead the students 
to drop out. Withdrawing for financial reasons is only temporary and 
that the student will eventually reenroll in college. Receiving a grant 
or scholarship appears to be a significant factor in persisting in col­
lege. 
Research has provided considerable evidence that a college environ­
ment plays a significant role in determining the withdrawal or persis­
tence of enrolling students. College environment affects the formation 
of educational and vocational goals. Particular colleges or types of 
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institutions are differentially selective, with respect to scholastic 
aptitude and with respect to attitudes, values, and intellectual dispo­
sitions (Heist et al., 1961). 
Attrition caused by student illness or injury accounts for a small 
but significant portion of the attrition rates in college level. An 
illness and/or death in the family may force the student to drop out 
for financial reasons. 
The review of the literature has provided the researcher many in­
sights into the findings of previous researchers' work, the factors se­
lected, instruments employed, and analyses performed. 
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CHAPTER III. METHODOLOGY 
This chapter provides a description of the method of the study which 
includes: definition of the population and identification of the sample, 
development of the instrument, variables and hypothesis of the study, 
and method of statistical analysis of data. 
Definition of the Population and 
Identification of Sample 
This study was designed to investigate student attrition in the 
College of Education at Iowa State University. The target population 
included all freshmen who enrolled in the College of Education at Iowa 
State University before 1980 but left the College of Education before 
completing a degree. The subjects of the study were selected from the 
population of students who enrolled in the College of Education as fresh­
men during the years 1975-1980. Table 1 shows the sample distribution 
of the study and number of returned questionnaires. 
Table 1. The sample distribution and number of returned questionnaires 
Number Percent 
Questionnaires mailed 590 
Questionnaires undeliverable 125 
Questionnaires forwardable 465 
Questionnaires returned 122 26.24 
Usable, returned questionnaires 102 22.00 
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The samples are grouped under two classification criteria. Firstly, 
the samples are classified into academic failure dropout group or volun­
tary withdrawal group based on the academic performance. Then, the sam­
ples again are categorized into within institution transfer group, trans­
fer to other institutions group, temporary dropout group, and permanent 
dropout group. The grouping distribution is summarized in Table 2. 
Table 2. The summary of grouping distribution 
Group Number Percent 
Academic failure 17 16.67 
Voluntary withdrawal 85 83.33 
Within institution transfer 71 69.61 
Temporary dropout 5 4.90 
Transfer to other institutions 12 11.76 
Permanent Dropout 14 13.73 
Development of the Instrument 
An attrition survey form was employed to collect data for this 
study. To construct a student attrition form, a review of the previous 
instruments pertaining to attrition in higher education was made. A 
tentative list of questionnaire items was the result of modification 
and compilation primarily from the instruments and findings of Nutter 
(1983), Pascarella (1982), Keim and Stevenson (1980), Meerdink (1977), 
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and Cope and Hannah (1975). The questionnaire in Appendix B contains 
two sections. The first section of the questionnaire contains basic 
data designed to identify dropout patterns (academic failure dropout 
or voluntary dropout; permanent dropout, temporary dropout, within insti­
tution transfer, or transfer to other institutions), and to obtain the 
following variables: sex, age at college entrance, educational goal, 
influential person, student finances, educational level of the parents, 
parental occupation, college residence, needed assistance from university 
personnel, marital status, and student employment. The second section 
of the questionnaire lists possible reasons causing students' dropout 
and requests respondents to answer items on a five-point scale of agree­
ment. The choices of "5" indicates strongly agree, "4" agree, "3" neu­
tral, "2" disagree and "1" strongly disagree that the item presents a 
reason for leaving the College of Education at Iowa State University. 
The initial draft of the questionnaire was reviewed for content 
validity, plausibility of items and appropriateness. The review was 
conducted by faculty at Iowa State University. The questionnaire was 
revised based on the recommendations of the faculty and sent to the re­
search subjects. 
The reasons of dropout measured by the questionnaire were reduced 
to several clusters of reasons which are referred to as factors in this 
study by using a judge rating technique. Each possible reason of dropout 
was judged and classified into one of the following eight factors: (1) 
academic factor, (2) motivational factor, (3) personality factor, (4) 
college environment factor, (5) financial factor, (5) health factor. 
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(7) teaching career factor, and (8) social factor, by thirty judges. 
The items which received seventy percent of agreement from judges were 
accepted for classifying items into one particular factor. The items 
which had less than seventy percent of agreement were discarded from 
the questionnaire. The final classification of factors is as follows: 
1. academic factor consists of 6 items (questionnaire item 1 to 
item 5) 
2. environment factor consists of 6 items (item 7 to item 12) 
3. finance factor consists of 7 items (item 13 to item 19) 
4. motivation factor consists of 3 items (item 20 to item 22) 
5. personality factor consists of 9 items (item 23 to item 31) 
5. social factor consists of 8 items (item 32 to item 39) 
7. teaching career factor consists of 8 items (item 40 to item 47) 
8. health factor consists of 2 items (item.48 to item 49). 
Scores on the factors for each research subject were computed. 
Scores represent the mean of the item scores of a cluster of related 
items. For instance, if one certain factor consists of nine items on 
the questionnaire, then the score of that factor is the sum of the scores 
on these items divided by nine. 
The overall internal reliability of the items in the second part 
of the questionnaire is 0.9228 computed by KR-20 formula or 0.8219 com­
puted by split-half method. The internal reliability for eight dropout 
factors is presented in Table 3. Health factor and motivation factor 
have considerably low internal reliability. This low internal reliabil­
ity could be the effect of having too few items in these two factors. 
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Table 3. The internal reliability of eight dropout factors 
Factor Internal reliability 
Academic 0.7018 
Motivation 0.3191 




Teaching career 0.7691 
Social 0.8817 
Total 0.9228 
Variables of the Study 
The following independent and dependent variables are included in 
this study: 
1. sex 
2. age at college entrance 
3. educational goal 
4. influential person 
5. finance of college expenses 
6. knowledge about the College of Education at ISU 
7. grade expected 
8. on academic probation 
9. on honor roll 
10. classes met expectation 
11. rating of the faculty 

























staff's interest in student 
acquaintance of academic advisor 
help from academic advisor 






place of residence 
number of quarters completed 
marital status 
activities after leaving the College of Education 
degree completed since left the College of Education 











The dependent variables of this study are the types of dropout. 
The dropout students are classified into academic failure dropout or 
voluntary dropout. Meanwhile, they are also identified as within insti­
tution transfer, temporary dropout, transfer to other institutions, or 
permanent dropout. 
Hypotheses of the Study 
There are seven research hypotheses to be tested in this study. 
Research hypothesis 1 
It is hypothesized that there is no significant difference between 
the proportions of the academic failure group and the voluntary with­
drawal group on each of the following discrete variables: sex, educa­
tional goal, influential person, finance of college expenses, knowledge 
about the College of Education at ISL), grade expected, on academic pro­
bation, on honor roll, classes met expectation, rating of the faculty, 
instructor's interest in student, staff's interest in student, acquaint­
ance of academic advisor, help from academic advisor, satisfaction of 
assistance from faculty advisor, mother's education, mother's occupation, 
father's education, father's occupation, employment status, place of 
residence, number of quarters completed, marital status, activities after 
leaving the College of Education, degree completed since leaving the 
College of Education, major in the College of Education, and type of 
attrition. 
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Ho : Plij = P2ij 
"A : Plij f P2ij 
where 
i = 1 to 27 (number of variable) 
j = 1 to n (number of category of the ith variable) 
Research hypothesis 2 
It is hypothesized that there are no significant differences among 
the proportions of the within-institution transfer group, the temporary 
dropout group, the transfer to other institutions group, and the perma­
nent dropout group on each of the following variables: sex, educational 
goal, influential person, finance of college expenses, knowledge about 
the College of Education at ISU, grade expected, on academic probation, 
on honor roll, classes met expectation, rating of the faculty, instruc­
tor's interest in student, staff's interest in student, acquaintance of 
academic advisor, help from academic advisor, satisfaction of assistance 
from faculty advisor, mother's education, mother's occupation, father's 
education, father's occupation, employment status, place of residence, 
number of quarters completed, marital status, activities after leaving 
the College of Education, degree completed since leaving the College 
of Education, major in the College of Education, and pattern of dropout. 
HQ : Plij = P2ij = P3ij = P4ij 
"A : Plij f P2ij i P3ij i P4ij 
where 
i = 1 to 27 (number of variable) 
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j = 1 to n (number of category of the ith variable) 
Research hypothesis 3 
It is hypothesized that there is no significant difference between 
the means of academic failure dropout group and voluntary withdrawal 
group on each of the following continuous variables: age, academic fac­
tor, motivation factor, personality factor, environment factor, finance 
factor, health factor, teaching career factor, and social factor. 
Ho : Pli = W2i 
"A : Pli f P2i 
where 
i = 1 to 9 
Research hypothesis 4 
It is hypothesized that there are no significant differences among 
the means of within-institution transfer, temporary dropout, transfer 
to other institutions, and permanent dropout groups on each of the fol­
lowing variables: age, academic factor, motivation factor, personality 
factor, environment factor, finance factor, health factor, teaching ca­
reer factor, and social factor. 
^0 : Pli = P2i = P3i = P4i 
"A : Pli t P2i t P3i t P4i 
where 
i = 1 to 9 
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Research hypothesis 5 
It is hypothesized that the centroids of academic failure dropout 
and voluntary dropout groups in the discriminant function space defined 
by eight factor scores do not differ from each other more than that ex­
pected by chance alone using the 95 percent confidence interval of the 
approximate F distribution based on Wilk's lambda statistics. 
Ho : [ul] = [Pll] 
Ha : [pl] f [ull] 
Research hypothesis 6 
It is hypothesized that the centroids of within-institution trans­
fer, transfer to other institutions, temporary dropout, and permanent 
dropout groups in the discriminant function space defined by eight drop­
out factor scores do not differ among each other more than that expected 
by chance alone using the 95 percent confidence interval of the approxi­
mate F distribution based on Wilk's lambda statistics. 
Ho : [ul] = [lill] = [will] = [mill] 
Ha : Cul] f [uil] f [uill] ^ [mill] 
Research hypothesis 7 
It is hypothesized that the product-moment correlation coefficient 
between the eight factors of attrition and each one of the following 
variables: sex, age, knowledge about the College of Education at ISU, 
grade expected, on academic probation, on honor roll, classes met expec­
tation, rating of the faculty, instructor's interest in student, staff's 
interest in student, acquaintance of academic advisor, help from academic 
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advisor, satisfaction of assistance from faculty advisor, mother's educa­
tion, father's education, employment status, number of quarters com­
pleted, and degree completed do not differ from zero beyond that expected 
by chance alone using 95 percent confidence interval of the t distribu­
tion. 
HQ ;  RIJ  =  0  
HA : rij f 0 
where 
i = 1 to 8, the ith factor 
j = 1 to 18, the jth variable 
Methods of Statistical Analysis of Data 
This section summarizes the statistical techniques used to investi­
gate the seven research hypotheses of the study. 
The mean, standard deviation, product-moment correlation, and fre­
quency distribution were employed to describe general characteristics 
of dropout students and their responses to the statements of possible 
reasons for dropout. 
In order to test hypotheses 1 and 2 of the study, the chi-square 
statistic procedure was used to investigate the difference in the propor­
tions of the discrete variables between the academic failure group and 
voluntary withdrawal groups; or among the within-institution transfer, 
temporary dropout, transfer to other institutions, and permanent dropout 
groups. 
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For hypothesis 3, the t-test was employed to test the difference 
in the means of the continuous variables between the academic failure 
group and the voluntary dropout group. For hypothesis 4, the one-way 
analysis of variance was used to examine the differences in the means 
of the continuous variables among the within-institution transfer group, 
temporary dropout group, transfer to other institutions group, and per­
manent dropout group. 
For hypotheses 5 and 5, a discriminant analysis procedure was em­
ployed to test the differences of centroids of the dropout groups. 
Wilk's lambda and univariate F-ratio statistics were used to examine 
the discriminating power of the discriminating variables. The discrim­
inant function equations are derived in the form: 
Di = diiZi + di2Z2 + . . . + dipZp 
where 
Di = the score on discriminant function i 
d's = the weighting coefficients 
Z's = the standardized values of the p discriminant variables used 
in the analysis. 
A plot of canonical discriminant function evaluated at group cen­
troids is also presented for the hypothesis 6. The product-moment corre­
lation technique was used to investigate the correlation of hypothesis 
7. A t-test was employed to test the significant relationships between 
variables in this hypothesis. 
51 
CHAPTER IV. RESULTS AND FINDINGS 
The results and findings of this study are presented in this chap­
ter. 
Hypothesis Testing 
Research hypothesis 1 
It is hypothesized that there is no significant difference between 
the academic failure dropout group and the voluntary withdrawal group 
on each of the following variables: sex, educational goal, influential 
person, finance of college expenses, knowledge about the College of Edu­
cation at ISU, grade expected, on honor roll, classes met expectation, 
rating of the faculty, instructor's interest in student, staff's interest 
in student, acquaintance of academic advisor, help from academic advisor, 
satisfaction of assistance from faculty advisor, mother's education, 
mother's occupation, father's education, father's occupation, employment 
status while enrolled in the college of education, place of residence, 
number of quarters completed, marital status, activities after leaving 
the College of Education, degree completed since withdrawal from the 
College of Education, major in the College of Education, and type of 
withdrawal. 
The chi-square statistical procedure was employed to test the re­
search hypothesis. To avoid misinterpretation, the chi-square statis­
tical procedure was not applied because the sample size was insufficient 
for some discrete variables. However, a crosstabulation table is re­
ported in Appendix C to present the categories and frequencies of the 
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variables. It was found that the chi-square procedure was not appro­
priate to test the significant difference between the academic failure 
dropout group and the voluntary withdrawal group on the following vari­
ables: educational goal, influential person, financed college expenses, 
rating of the faculty, mother's education, mother's occupation, father's 
education, father's occupation, marital status, activities after leaving 
the College of Education, and degree completed. 
The result of the study also indicated that there were significant 
differences between the academic failure dropout group and the voluntary 
withdrawal gorup on the following variables: grade expected, staff's 
interest in student, place of residence, major in the College of Educa­
tion, and type of withdrawal. The category, percentage, chi-square values 
and the significance of discrete variables for the academic failure drop­
out and the voluntary withdrawal groups are summarized in Table 4. 
Sex No significant difference was found regarding the variable 
of sex between the two dropout groups. About 25 percent of the dropouts 
from the College of Education were male, and 75 percent were female. 
Educational goal A majority (52.9 percent) of the dropout stu­
dents intended to complete a degree and acquire a teaching certificate 
when they enrolled in the College of Education at ISU; while 35.3 percent 
wanted to explore a career area, and 4.9 percent wished to take courses 
of interest. 
Influential person Concerning who influenced students to attend 
the College of Education at ISU, approximately 65 percent of the dropout 
students indicated that they motivated themselves to attend the teacher 
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Table 4. The summary of category, percentage, value and significance of 




Percent Value Significance 
1. Sex 
a. male 24.5 
b. female 75.5 
2. Educational goal 
a. obtain a degree, teaching 
certificate 52.9 
b. prepare for transfer 1.0 
c. take courses of interests 4.9 
d. explore a career area 35.3 
e. other 5.9 
3. Influential person 
a. parents 7.9 
b. friends 9.9 
c. self 65.3 
d. other 16.8 
4. Financed college expenses 
a. self 20.6 
b. parents 44.1 
c. student loans 6.9 
d. scholarships 7.8 
e. self and student loans 5.9 
f. other 14.7 
5. Knowledge of the College of Education at 
a. yes 45.1 
b. no 54.9 
6. Grade expected 
a. as good as expected 43.0 
b. better than expected 15.0 
c. worse than expected 37.0 
d. not applicable 5.0 
3.063 0.0801 
no chi-square testing 
no chi-square testing 






*Significant at the p < .05 level. 
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Table  4 .  (Cont inued)  
Variable/Category 
Chi-square 
Percent Value Significance 
7. On academic probation 
a. yes 16.7 
b. no 83.3 
8. On honor roll 
a. yes 25.7 
b. no 73.3 
9. Classes met expectation 
a. yes ' 20.8 
b. to some extent 63.4 
c. no 15.8 
10. Rating of the faculty 
a. excellent 2.0 
b. above average 42.4 
c. average 52.5 
d. poor 3.0 
11. Instructor's interest in students 
a. none 11.9 
b. a few 62.4 
c. half 9.9 
d. majority 15.8 
12. Staff's interests in students 
a. yes 15.8 
b. to some extent 37.6 
c. no 31.7 
d. no opinion 14.9 
13. Acquaintance of academic advisor 
a. yes 67.6 
b. no 21.6 








**Significant at the p < .01 level. 
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Table  4 .  (Cont inued)  
Chi-square 
Variable/Category Percent Value Significance 
14. Help from academic advisor 
a. little to none 
b. course planning only 
c. course planning and 
personal guidance 
26.5 1.921 0.3827 
51.0 
22.5 
15. Satisfaction of assistance from 
a. yes 
b. to some extent 
c. no 
faculty advisor 
32.7 0.360 0.8354 
47.5 
19.8 
16. Mother's education 
a. 8th grade or less 
b. 12th grade or less 
c. business, vocational 
technical training 
d. some college 
e. bachelor's degree 
f. advanced degree 
or 
2 . 0  
40.2 
1 8 . 6  
12.7 
1 8 . 6  
7.8 
no chi-square testing 














2 . 0  
2 . 0  
6.9 
no chi-square testing 
18. Father's education 
a. 8th grade or less 
b. 12th grade or less 
c. business, vocational 
technical training 
d. bachelor's degree 







no chi-square testing 
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2 0 .  
21 ,  
2 2 ,  









no chi-square testing 
Employment status while at the College of Education 
a. full time 
b. 10-20 hours 
c. 10 hours or under 
d. not employed 




d. parent's home 
Number of quarters completed 
a. 2 quarters or less 
b. 3-5 quarters 
c. 6-8 quarters 























no chi-square testing 
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Table  4 .  (Cont inued)  





26 .  
27, 
28. 
Activities after leaving the College of Education 
a. went to work 22.5 no chi 
b. get married and become 
a homemaker 1.0 
c. enrolled at a business, voca­
tional or technical school 2.0 
d. to a community college 1.0 
e. to a four-year institution 8.8 
f. to another college at ISU 63.7 
g. other 1.0 
Degree completed 
a. associate degree 2.9 no chi 
b. bachelor' s degree 51.8 
c. master's degree 2.9 
d. still in school 12.7 
e. have not completed a degree 18.6 
f. other 1.0 
Major at the College of Education 
a. elementary education 60.0 11.468 
b. industrial education 8.0 
c. physical education and 
leisure study 26.0 
d. secondary education 5.0 
Type of attrition 
a. academic failure 16.7 107.000 
b. voluntary withdrawal 83.3 
Type of withdrawal 
a. within institution transfer 69.6 12.426 
b. temporary dropout 4.9 
c. other institutions transfer 11.8 
d. permanent dropout 13.7 
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education program at ISU, while 10 percent were influenced by friends, 
and 8 percent by parents. 
Finance of college expenses Regarding who paid for the majority 
of dropout students education, the result of the study indicated that 
approximately forty-four percent of the parents of dropout students pri­
marily financed their child's college education. Twenty-one percent 
of the students reported that they financed their own college expenses, 
7.8 percent were supported by scholarship, 6.9 percent by student loans, 
and 5.9 percent by the combination of student loans and their own re­
sources . 
Knowledge about the College of Education at ISU No significant 
difference existed between the two dropout groups concerning the knowl­
edge of the College of Education at ISU before attending the teacher 
education program. Approximately 45 percent of the dropout students 
indicated that they had enough knowledge about the College of Education 
at ISU to make a good choice of programs when they first enrolled, while 
55 percent reported insufficient knowledge about the programs in which 
they enrolled. 
Grade expected A significant difference was found between the 
academic failure group and the voluntary withdrawal group regarding the 
variable of the grade expected. The results of the study indicated that: 
(1) about 73 percent of the academic failure group reported that "my 
grades have been worse than I wanted them to be," only 27 percent felt 
that "my grades have been as good as I expected;" (2) 45 percent of 
the voluntary withdrawal group indicated their grades had been as good 
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as they expected, 37 percent were worse than expected, while 15 percent 
were better than expected, and 5 percent received no grades to be able 
to answer the item. 
On honor roll No significant difference existed between the 
two dropout groups concerning the status of achieving the honor roll. 
Twenty-seven percent of the dropout students had been included on the 
Dean's list or honor roll while enrolled in the College of Education, 
while 73 percent never did make the Dean's list or honor roll. 
Class expectation .No significant difference was found between 
the two dropout groups regarding the class expectation. Twenty-one per­
cent of the dropout students reported that the classes offered in the 
College of Education met their expectation, while 64 percent indicated 
that classes met their expectation to some extent, and only 15 percent 
indicated that classes had not met their expectations at all. 
Rating of the faculty Concerning the rating of the faculty mem­
bers in the College of Education, a majority of the dropout students 
rated the faculty members in the College of Education as average (52.5 
percent), while 42.4 percent rated faculty members above average. Only 
3.0 percent of the student rated faculty as poor, and 2.0 percent excel­
lent. 
Instructor's interest in student No significant difference was 
found concerning how many instructors in the College of Education had 
shown a personal interest in students. Sixty-two percent of the dropout 
students indicated that only a few faculty members had shown a personal 
interest in them. Sixteen percent of the students reported that the 
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majority of the faculty had shown a personal interest in them. Another 
10 percent indicated that one-half of the faculty had shown an interest 
in them. Twelve percent indicated that none of the faculty members had 
shown interest in them. 
Staff's interest in student A significant difference existed 
between the two dropout groups regarding the staff's personal interest 
in students. The results of the study indicated that: (1) Only 5.9 
percent of the academic failure dropout group felt that the college ad­
ministration and staff had a personal interest in students, 64.7 percent 
reported that staff had a personal interest in students to some extent, 
and 29.4 percent reported not at all; (2) 18.1 percent of the voluntary 
withdrawal group indicated that the staff had shown personal interest 
in students, 32.5 percent reported to some extent, 31.3 percent not at 
all, and 18.1 percent had no opinion. 
Acquaintance of academic advisor No significant difference was 
found between the two dropout groups regarding the acquaintance with 
their academic advisor. Most of the dropout students (67.3 percent) 
indicated that they knew who their advisor was in the College of Educa­
tion. However, 21.8 percent reported that they did not know their aca­
demic advisor, and 10.9 percent were unsure. 
Help from academic advisor No significant difference existed 
regarding the help students received from their academic advisor. 
Slightly over one-half (51.5 percent) of the dropout students felt that 
the help they received from their academic advisors was course planning 
only. Twenty-six percent of them indicated that the help from an advisor 
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was little to none, while 22.8 percent reported that they received both 
help in course planning and personal guidance. 
Satisfaction of assistance from faculty advisor No significant 
difference was found in the satisfaction of assistance that students 
received from their faculty advisor. Thirty-two percent of the dropout 
students felt satisfactory about the assistance they received from their 
advisor, while 4.8 percent of them were satisfied to some extent, and 
only 20 percent received no satisfaction at all. 
Mother's education Regarding the educational level achieved 
by the mothers of the dropout students, about 40 percent of the mothers 
had attained a 12th grade education or less, 18.6 percent of the mothers 
had earned a bachelors degree, 7.8 percent earned an advanced degree, 
12.7 percent completed some college education, 18.6 percent received 
business, vocational or technical training, and only 2 percent had less 
than an 8th grade education. 
Mother's occupation Concerning the mother's occupationof the 
dropout students, the results of the study indicated that the percentages 
of mother's occupation were included in categories: homemaker, 38.2 
percent; office-clerical, 28.4 percent; and teacher, 15.7 percent. 
Father's education Regarding the level of father's education 
of the dropout students, almost half of the fathers of dropout students 
earned a bachelors degree (26.5 percent) or advanced degree (23.5 per­
cent). The results of the study also indicated that 18.6 percent of 
the fathers received business, vocational, or technical training; 26.5 
percent had completed 12th grade education or less; and only 3.9 percent 
of the father's education was 8th grade or less. 
Father's occupation Concerning the category of father's occupa­
tion of the dropout students, the results of the study indicated that 
25.5 percent of the fathers of dropout students held a managerial job, 
was a farmer (15.7 percent), had a professional job (14.7 percent), had 
an office-clerical job (9.8 percent), or was a laborer (9.8 percent). 
Student employment status while enrolling in the College of Educa­
tion No significant difference was found between the two dropout 
groups regarding the employment status while enrolling in the College 
of Education. The results of the study indicated that 54.9 percent of 
the dropout students were not employed during the enrolled period in 
the College of Education, 7.8 percent held a full-time job, 30.4 percent 
were employed 10-20 hours per week, and 6.9 percent worked less than 
10 hours per week. 
Place of residence A significant difference existed between 
the two dropout groups regarding the place of residence while attending 
the College of Education. The results of the study indicated that: 
(1) 47.1 percent of the academic failure dropout group lived in a dormi­
tory, 41.2 percent lived in off-campus housing, and only 1 of 17 in a 
sorority and another 1 of 17 in parent's home; (2) 64.3 percent of volun­
tary withdrawal group lived in dormitory, 19 percent in a sorority house, 
11.9 percent in off-campus residence, and 3.6 percent in parent's home. 
Number of quarters completed No significant difference was found 
between the two dropout groups in the number of quarters completed in 
the College of Education. Thirty-five percent of the dropout students 
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completed two quarters or less, 36.6 percent completed 3-5 quarters, 
17.8 percent completed 6-8 quarters, and 10.9 percent completed 9 quar­
ters or more. 
Marital status Concerning marital status of the dropout stu­
dents, 96.1 percent of the dropout students were single, 2.9 percent 
married, and 1 percent separated or divorced when they left the College 
of Education at ISU. 
Activities after leaving the College of Education The results 
of the study indicated that a majority (63.7 percent) of the dropout 
students transferred to other colleges at ISU; while 22.5 percent went 
to work and 8.8 percent transferred to other four-year institutions. 
Degree completed since leaving the College of Education A ma­
jority (61.8 percent) of the dropout students completed a bachelor's 
degree since leaving the College of Education; while 2.9 percent earned 
a master's degree, another 2.9 percent completed an assocaite degree, . 
12.7 percent were still in school, and 18.6 percent have not completed 
a degree. 
Major in the College of Education A significant difference was 
found between the two dropout groups concerning the major in the College 
of Education. The results of the study revealed that: (1) 37.5 percent 
of the academic failure group were majoring in physical education, 31.3 
percent in elementary education, 12.5 percent in industrial education 
and technology, and 12.5 percent in secondary education; (2) the majority 
(65.1 percent) of the voluntary withdrawal group were majoring in ele­
mentary education, 24.1 percent in physical education and leisure study. 
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7.2 percent in industrial education and technology, and 3.6 percent in 
secondary education. 
Type of withdrawal A significant difference existed between 
the two dropout groups regarding the type of withdrawal. The results 
of the study indicated that: (1) 41.2 percent of the academic failure 
group transferred to other colleges at ISU, 29.4 percent to other insti­
tutions, and 29.4 percent were permanent dropouts; (2) 75 percent of 
the voluntary withdrawal group transferred to other colleges at ISU, 
6 percent reenrolled in the College of Education, 8.3 percent transferred 
to other institutions, and 10.7 percent were permanent dropouts. 
Research hypothesis 2 
It is hypothesized that there are no significant differences among 
the permanent dropout, temporary dropout, within institution transfer, 
and transfer to other institutions groups on the following variables: 
sex, educational goal, influential person, finance of college expenses, 
knowledge about the College of Education at ISU, grade expected, on honor 
roll, classes met expectation, rating of the faculty, instructor's inter­
est in student, staff's interest in student, acquaintance of academic 
advisor, help from academic advisor, satisfaction of assistance from 
faculty advisor, mother's education, mother's occupation, father's edu­
cation, father's occupation, employment status while enrolling in the 
College of Education, place of residence, number of quarters completed, 
marital status, activities after leaving the College of Education, degree 
completed since leaving the College of Education, major in the College 
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of Education, and type of dropout. 
Since there was only five samples in the temporary dropout group, 
the basic assumption of the chi-square statistical procedure will be 
seriously violated by using this small sample size. Therefore, instead 
of performing the chi-square procedure to test significant differences 
of the discrete variables among the four dropout groups, a crosstabula-
tion table of the four dropout groups by categorical varialbes is re­
ported in Appendix D. 
Research hypothesis 3 
It is hypothesized that there is no significant difference between 
the means of the academic failure dropout group and the voluntary with­
drawal group on each of the following continuous variables: age, aca­
demic factor, motivation factor, personality factor, environment factor, 
finance factor, health factor, teaching career factor, and social factor. 
The t-test procedure was employed to test this hypothesis. The 
mean, standard deviation and the value as well as significance of the 
t-test of the continuous variables are summarized in Table 5. It was 
found that only the academic, personality, and environment variables 
revealed a significant difference between the academic failure dropout 
group and the voluntary withdrawal group. 
The results of the study indicated that: (1) motivation factor 
and teaching career factor were two main causes dominated in both aca­
demic failure group and the voluntary withdrawal group; (2) the academic 
failure group had experienced significantly more academic difficulty. 
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Table 5. The mean, standard deviation, value and significance of t-test 
for continuous variables between the academic failure group 
(group 1) and voluntary withdrawal group (group 2) 
No. of Standard t-test 
Variable Group Cases Mean Deviation Value Significanci 
Age 1 17 19.706 3.405 1.20 0.248 
2 81 18.704 1.229 (separate variance 
estimate) 
Academic 1 17 2.235 0.569 4.25 0.000** 
2 85 1.561 0.586 
Moti vation 1 17 . 2.824 0.636 1.15 0.255 
2 85 2.608 0.774 
Personality 1 17 2.373 0.730 4.47 0.000** 
2 85 1.597 0.628 
Environment 1 17 2,480 0.933 3.42 0.001** 
2 85 1.800 0.715 
Finance 1 17 1.882 0.081 1.56 0.136 
2 85 1.489 0.663 (separate variance 
estimate) 
Heal th 1 17 1.735 0.970 1.73 0.100 
2 85 1.306 0.669 (separate variance 
estimate) 
Teaching 1 17 2.257 0.796 -0.73 0.469 
Career 2 85 2.438 0.847 (separate variance 
estimate) 
Social 1 17 1.743 0.668 1.64 0.104 
2 85 1.476 0.600 
**Significant at the p < .05 level. 
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inadequacy of personality, and dissatisfaction with the college environ­
ment than the voluntary withdrawal group. 
Research hypothesis 4 
It is hypothesized that there are no significant differences among 
the means of within-institution transfer, temporary dropout, transfer 
to other institutions, and permanent dropout groups on each of the fol­
lowing variables: age, academic factor, motivation factor, personality 
factor, environment factor, finance factor, health factor, teaching ca­
reer factor, and social factor. 
Mean, standard deviation, and one-way analysis of variance of the 
nine continuous variables are summarized in Table 6. One-way analysis 
of variance was employed to test for significant differences of means 
for the nine continuous variables among the four dropout groups. The 
results of the study indicated that significant difference among the 
four groups existed on the following six variables: (1) academic factor, 
(2) personality factor, (3) environment factor, (4) finance factor, (5) 
teaching career factor, and (6) social factor. Further analysis by 
Least-Significant Difference (LSD) technique revealed that those who 
transferred to other institutions had experienced significantly more 
academic difficulty in the College of Education at ISU than the tempo­
rary dropout students. In terms of personality factor, the LSD test 
indicated that transfer to other institutions group and the permanent 
dropout group experienced considerably more personality inadequacy at 
ISU than the within-institution transfer group and the temporary dropout 
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Table 6. The mean, standard deviation, value and significance of 
one- way analysis of variance for continuous variables 
among within institution transfer (group 1), temporary 
dropout (group 2), transfer to other institutions (group 
3), and permanent dropout (group 4) 
No. of Standard f-•ratio 
Variable Group Cases Mean Deviation Val ue Significance 
Age 1 68 18.721 1.195 1.524 0.2134 
2 5 18.000 0.707 
3 11 19.364 3.295 
4 14 19.571 2.766 
Academic 1 71 1.610 0.592 3.439 0.0199* 
2 5 1.100 0.149 
3 12 1.917 0.634 
4 14 1.988 0.851 
Motivation 1 71 2.709 0.699 2.383 0.0741 
2 5 1.867 0.558 
3 12 2.444 0.857 
4 14 2.762 0.872 
Personality 1 71 1.628 0.655 4.335 0.0065** 
2 5 1.178 0.398 
3 12 2.176 0.773 
4 14 2.040 0.729 
Environment 1 71 1.793 0.688 4.842 0.0035** 
2 5 1.367 0.730 
3 12 2.528 0.843 
4 14 2.191 0.969 
Finance 1 71 1.429 0.668 4.710 0.0041** 
2 5 1.114 0.256 
3 12 2.060 0.812 
4 14 1.981 0.819 
Health 1 71 1.296 0.700 1.262 0.2919 
2 5 1.800 1.095 
3 12 1.417 0.597 
4 14 1.607 0.881 
•Significant at the p < .05 level. 
••Significant at the p < .01 level. 
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Table  6 .  (Cont inued)  
No. of Standard f-•ratio 
Variable Group Cases Mean Deviation Value Significance 
Teaching 1 71 2.562 0.774 2.806 0.0437* 
Career 2 5 1.825 0.895 
3 12 2.167 1.027 
4 14 2.045 0.798 
Social 1 71 1.416 0.541 5.473 0.0016** 
2 5 1.100 0.137 
3 12 2.052 0.779 
4 14 1.714 0.642 
group. Concerning college environment, temporary dropout group had a 
significantly more favorable attitude toward environment at ISU than 
the transfer to other institutions group and the permanent dropout group; 
and within-institution transfer group had more positive attitude toward 
college environment at ISU than the transfer to other institutions group. 
Regarding the finance problem, both the permanent dropout group and the 
transfer to other institutions group reported significantly more finan­
cial difficulty than the temporary dropout and the within-institution 
transfer students. Regarding the teaching career factor, the within-
institution transfer group was significantly more concerned with the 
future of teaching career than the permanent dropout group or the tempo­
rary dropout group. In terms of the social factor, the LSD test indi­
cated that temporary dropout students showed significantly fewer social 
problems at ISU than both the permanent dropout students or those who 
transferred to other institutions. The results of the study also showed 
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that the within institution transfer group experienced fewer social prob­
lems at ISU than those who elected to transfer to other institutions. 
Research hypothesis 5 
It is hypothesized that the centroids of academic failure and volun­
tary dropout groups in the discriminant function space defined by eight 
factor scores do not differ from each other more than expected by chance 
alone using the 95 percent confidence interval of the approximate F dis­
tribution based on Wilk's lambda statistics. 
A discriminant analysis procedure was employed to test this hypoth­
esis. There were 17 samples in the academic failure group and 85 samples 
in the voluntary withdrawal group. The mean, standard deviation of the 
eight dropout factor scores for academic failure group, voluntary with­
drawal group, and total samples are summarized in Table 7. 
It was found that motivation, environment, personality, teaching 
career, and academic factors were dominant discriminating influences 
leading to academic failure dropout without considering the interactions 
among the dropout factors; while motivation and teaching career factors 
had more influence over the voluntary withdrawal group. 
The pooled within-groups correlation coefficients of eight dropout 
factors for academic failure and voluntary withdrawal groups are listed 
in Table 8. 
An examination of the correlation coefficients revealed that high 
correlation was found in the following pair-factors: personality-
environment (0.599), academic-environment (0.573), social-environment 
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Table 7. The summary of mean, standard deviation of the eight dropout 
factor scores for academic failure group, voluntary withdrawal 
group and total samples 
Academic Voluntary 
failure withdrawal Total 
Factor group group samples 
Academic 2.235 1.561 1.673 
(0.669)3 (0.586) (0.648) 
Motivation 2.824 2.608 2.644 
(0.636) (0.774) (0.754) 
Personali ty 2.373 1.597 1.727 
(0.730) (0.628) (0.705) 
Envi ronment 2.480 1.800 1.913 
(0.933) (0.715) (0.793) 
Finance 1.882 1.489 1.555 
(0.981) (0.663) (0.734) 
Heal th 1.735 1.306 1.377 
(0.970) (0.669) (0.739) 
Teachi ng 2.257 2.438 2.408 
Career (0.796) (0.847) (0.838) 
Social 1.743 1.471 1.516 
(0.668) (0.600) (0.615) 
^Values in parentheses are standard deviation. 
Table 8. Pooled within-groups correlation matrix of eight dropout factors for academic failure and 
voluntary withdrawal groups 







Motivation 0. 421 1. 000 
Personality 0. .493 0. ,309 1. ,000 
Environment 0. ,573 0. ,409 0. ,599 1. ,000 
Finance 0. ,351 0. ,019 0. ,469 0. ,427 1. ,000 
Health 0. ,316 0. ,026 0. ,432 0. ,298 0. ,478 1. ,000 
Teachi ng 0. ,235 0. ,243 0. ,199 0. .397 0. ,083 0. ,167 1.000 
Social 0. .524 0. .238 0, .711 0, .554 0, .448 0. ,512 0.173 
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(0.554), social-academic (0.524), and social-health (0.512). In con­
trast, it was also found that finance-motivation, health-motivation, 
and finance-teaching pair-factors had low correlations. 
The Wilk's lambda (U-statistic) and Univariate F-ratio were used 
to test the significance of the eight dropout factors (Table 9). 
Table 9. The summary of Wilk's lambda and Univariate F-ratio for the 
eight dropout factors (discriminating variables) in the aca­
demic failure and voluntary withdrawal groups model 
Factor Wilk's lambda F-value Significance 
Academic 0.8481 17.91 0.0001** 
Motivation 0.9885 1.16 0.2837 
Personality 0.8302 20.45 0.0000** 
Envi ronment 0.8966 11.53 0.0010** 
Finance 0.9598 4.19 0.0432* 
Health 0.9527 4.97 0.0281* 
Teaching 0.9935 0.66 0.4192 
Social 0.9725 2.82 0.0960 
*Significant at the p < .05 level. 
••Significant at the p < .05 level. 
Wilk's lambda is an inverse measure of the discriminating power 
in the original variables which has not yet been removed by the discrimi­
nant functions. The larger the lambda is, the less information remain­
ing. An examination of lambda values and significance of F-ratio indi­
cated that academic, personality, environment, finance, and health fac­
tors had significantly high discriminating power in classification of 
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academic failure dropout group and voluntary withdrawal group. 
A stepwise discriminant analysis was used to eliminate the less 
useful discriminating variables before performing the actual analysis. 
The results of the stepwise procedure for the dropout students are sum­
marized in Table 10. Only four of the original eight factors were se­
lected. The four factors produced a considerable degree of separation 
as indicated by the final Wilk's lambda (0.7191) and a canonical corre­
lation of 0.530 for the discriminant function. 
Table 10. The summary of the stepwise discriminant analysis for the 
academic failure and voluntary withdrawal groups 
Step Variable Wilk's 
Number entered lambda Significance 
1 Personality 0.8302 0.0000** 
2 Academic 0.7952 0.0000** 
3 Social 0.7437 0.0000** 
4 Teaching career 0.7191 0.0000** 
Canonical discriminant functions 
Discriminant Canonical : After Wilk's Chi-
function correlation ; function lambda squared D.F. Significance 
1 0.530 : 0 0.7191 32.310 4 0.0000** 
**Significant at the p < .01 level. 
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Table  10 .  (Cont inued)  
Discriminant function coefficients (Fisher's linear discriminant func­
tions) 
Group 1 Group 2 
Factor (academic failure) (voluntary withdrawal) 
Academic 3.8552 2.0627 
Personality 3.8690 1.3664 
Teaching career 2.0531 2.7536 
Social -0.6960 -1.2119 
(Constant) -12.3815 -7.1354 





Teaching career -0.3541 
Social -0.7000 
Canonical discriminant functions evaluated at group centroids 






The standardized canonical discriminant function coefficients are 
listed in Table 10. The discriminant function score for a case is ex­
pressed in the form: 
D = 0.6477 Zi + 0.9725 l i - 0.3541 Z3 - 0.7000 Z4 
where 
D = the score of the discriminant function 
T-\ = the standardized value of academic factor 
Z2 = the standardized value of personality factor 
Z3 = the standardized value of teaching career factor 
Z4 = the standardized value of social factor. 
The group centroids are also reported in Table 10. A comparison 
of the group centroids on the discriminant function reveals how far apart 
the groups are along that dimension. The group centroid for the aca­
demic failure group was 1.3836, and the voluntary withdrawal group was 
-0.2767 in this study. 
Table 11 showed the classification results of the derived discrimi­
nant function for the academic failure and voluntary withdrawal groups. 
It was found that 52.9 percent of academic failure students were cor­
rectly classified into academic failure group, and 96.5 percent of those 
who voluntarily left the College of Education were correctly categorized 
in voluntary withdrawal group. The overall correct discriminating rate 
of the discriminant function for academic failure and voluntary with­
drawal groups was 89.22 percent. 
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Table 11. Classification results of academic failure and voluntary with­
drawal groups 
Predicted group membership 
No. of Academic Voluntary 
Actual group cases failure withdrawal 
Academic failure • 17 9 8 
(52.9%) (47.1%) 
Voluntary withdrawal 85 3 82 
(3.5%) (96.5%) 
TOTAL 102 12 90 
Percent of "grouped" cases correctly classified: 89.22%. 
Research hypothesis 6 
It is hypothesized that the centroids of within-institution trans­
fer, transfer to other institutions, temporary dropout, and permanent 
dropout groups in the discriminant function space defined by the eight 
dropout factor scores do not differ from each other more than that ex­
pected by chance alone, using the 95 percent confidence interval of the 
approximate F distribution based on Wilk's lambda statistics. 
The sample size of the four dropout groups was 71 samples in within-
institution transfer group, 12 samples in transfer to other institutions 
group, 5 samples in temporary dropout group, and 14 samples in the per­
manent dropout group. The mean, standard deviation of the eight dropout 
factor scores for the four dropout groups are listed in Table 12. 
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Table 12. Mean, standard deviation of the eight dropout factor scores 
for within institution transfer group, transfer to other insti­
tutions group, temporary dropout group, and permanent dropout 
group 
Within Transfer 
institution to other Temporary Permanent 
transfer institutions dropout dropout 
Factor group group group group 
Academic 1.610 1.917 1.100 1.988 
{0.592)a (0.634) (0.149) (0.851) 
Moti vation 2.709 2.444 1.867 2.762 
(0.599) (0.857) (0.558) (0.872) 
Personal ity 1.628 2.176 1.178 2.040 
(0.655) (0.773) (0.400) (0.729) 
Envi ronment 1.793 2.528 1.367 2.191 
(0.688) (0.843) (0.730) (0.969) 
Finance 1.429 2.060 1.114 1.918 
(0.668) (0.811) (0.256) (0.819) 
Heal th 1.296 1.417 1.800 1.607 
(0.700) (0.597) (1.095) (0.881) 
Teaching 2.562 2.167 1.825 2.045 
Career (0.774) (1.027) (0.895) (0.798) 
Social 1.416 2.052 1.100 1.714 
(0.541) (0.779) (0.140) (0.642) 
^Values in parentheses are standard deviation. 
79 
An examination of the means and standard deviations of the eight 
factor scores for the four dropout groups indicated that: (1) motivation 
factor and teaching career factor were obvious contributing reasons for 
students to transfer from the College of Education to other colleges 
at ISU; (2) those who transferred to other institutions represented a 
more complex group, they were obviously influenced by environment, moti­
vation, personality, teaching career, finance, and social factors; (3) 
motivation, environment, teaching career, and personality factors were 
critical concerns of the permanent dropout group; and (4) compared with 
the other three groups, no obvious factor could be identified for the 
temporary dropout group. 
The results of the study also showed that the permanent dropout 
group and the transfer to other institutions group had experienced more 
academic difficulty, and disliked the university environment at ISU. 
Teaching career was a common concern for the four dropout groups. 
The pooled within-groups correlation coefficients of eight dropout 
factors for the four dropout groups are shown in Table 13. 
It was indicated that a high correlation was found in the following 
pair-factors: social-personality (0.668), environment-personality 
(0.602), academic-environment (0.592), social-health (0.569), academic-
personality (0.529), finance-health (0,523), social-environment (0.504), 
and health-personality (0.502). In contrast, low correlation was found 
in motivation-finance (0.034) and teaching-health (0.057). 
The Wilk's lambda and Univariate F-ratio were used to test the sig­
nificance of the eight dropout factors in the four dropout groups without 
Table 13. Pooled within-groups correlation matrix of eight dropout factors for the four dropout 
groups model 
Academic Motivation Personality Environment Finance Health Teaching Social 
Academic 1. 000 
Moti vation 0. 424 1. 000 
Personality 0. .529 0. ,335 1. ,000 
Environment 0. .592 0. .455 0. .602 1. .000 
Finance 0. ,329 0. .034 0. ,432 0. ,384 1. .000 
Health 0. .389 0. .084 0. ,502 0. ,364 0. .523 1. ,000 
Teaching 0. .229 0. .202 0. .208 0. .438 0. ,134 0. ,057 1.000 
Social 0. .499 0. .277 0. .668 0. .504 0, .386 0. ,569 0.231 
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considering the interactions among the dropout factors. The results 
of the Wilk's lambda and F-ratio are shown in Table 14. 
Table 14. The summary of Wilk's lambda and Univariate F-ratio for the 
eight dropout factors in the four dropout groups model 
Factor Wilk's lambda F-value Significance 
Academic 0.9052 3.421 0.0203* 
Motivation 0.9304 2.443 0.0687 
Personality 0.8804 4.438 0.0057** 
Environment 0.8720 4.796 0.0037** 
Finance 0.8713 4.825 0.0036** 
Health 0.9615 1.306 0.2767 
Teaching 0.9165 2.977 0.0353* 
Social 0.8538 5.594 0.0014** 
•Significant at the p < .05 level. 
••Significant at the p < .01 level. 
An examination of Wilk's lambda values and significance of F-ratio 
showed that academic, personality, environment, finance, teaching and 
social factors had considerable discriminating power in classification 
of the four dropout groups. 
A stepwise discriminant analysis was employed to eliminate the less 
useful discriminating variables. The results of the stepwise procedure 
for the four dropout groups are listed in Table 15. Only six of the 
original eight factors were selected. The factors included in the analy 
sis were motivation, environment, finance, health, teaching career, and 
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soc ia l  fac tors .  
Table 15. The summary of the stepwise discriminant analysis for the 
four dropout groups model 
Step Variable Wilk's 
Number entered lambda Significance 
1 Social 0.8538 0.0014** 
2 Teaching career 0.7596 0.0001** 
3 Health 0.6863 O.OOOO** 
4 Finance 0.6118 • O.OOOO** 
5 Motivation 0.5725 0.0000** 
6 Environment 0.6164 0.0000** 
**Significant at the p < .01 level. 
There were three discriminant functions derived from the stepwise 
discriminant analysis. Table 16 reported information for judging how 
many discriminant functions should be used. The eigenvalues and their 
associated canonical correlations denote the relative ability of each 
function to separate the groups. Clearly, the third discriminant func­
tion with eigenvalue of 0.0473 and canonical correlation with 0.212 is 
not significantly useful to separate the groups. The right side of Table 
16 showed the changes in Wilk's lambda and their associated chi-square 
tests of statistical significance as the information in successive dis­
criminant functions is removed. Before any functions were removed, the 
completed lambda was 0.5164. This information indicates that consider­
able high discriminating power exists in the variables being used. The 
Table 16. The canonical discriminant functions for the four dropout groups 
Discriminant Eigen Canonical : After Wilk's Chi-
function Value Correlation : function lambda square D.F. Significance 
1 0.5802 0.606 : 0 0.5164 63.448 18 0.0000** 
2 0.1702 0.381 : 1 0.8160 19.521 10 0.0341* 
3 0.0473 0.212 : 2 0.9549 4.432 4 0.3507 
*Significant at the p < .05 level. 
**Significant at the p < .01 level. 
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lambda and chi-square tell us that it would not be useful to derive the 
third discriminant function, since it would not significantly add to 
our ability to discriminate between the groups. 
The discriminant function equation can be formulated on the basis 
of raw scores as well as standardized scores. A discriminant function 
score can be produced by multiplying the raw score on each predictor 
variable by its associated unstandardized weight, adding the products 
over all predictor variables, and adding a constant to adjust for the 
means. The discriminant function scores computed from the raw scores 
for a case are stated in the form: 
Di = -0.0101 - 0.4914 Xi + 0.9098 X2 + 0.6220 X3 - 0.9603 X4 -
0.7635 X5 + 1.1630 Xe 
O2 = -3.1334 + 0.8148 Xi - 0.5082 X2 + 0.6030 X3 - 1.0533 X4 + 
0.6445 X5 + 0.6023 Xg 
where 
Dl and D2 are the scores of the discriminant function 1 and 2, 
respectively 
Xi = raw score of motivation factor 
X2 = raw score of environment factor 
X3 = raw score of finance factor 
X4 = raw score of health factor 
X5 = raw score of teaching factor 
Xg = raw score of social factor 
The discriminant function scores calculated from the standardized 
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Table 17. Unstandardized canonical discriminant function coefficients 
for the four dropout groups 
Factor Function 1 Function 2 
Motivation -0.4914 0.8148 
Environment 0.9098 -0.5082 
Finance 0.6220 0.6030 
Health -0.9603 -1.0533 
Teaching career -0.7635 0.6445 
Social 1.1630 0.6023 
(constant) -0.0101 -3.1344 
Table 18. Standardized canonical discriminant function coefficients 
for the four dropout groups 
Factor Function 1 Function 2 
Motivation -0.3628 0.6015 
Environment 0.6835 -0.3818 
Finance 0.4328 0.4196 
Health -0.7069 -0.7753 
Teaching -0.6217 0.5248 
Social 0.6707 0.3474 
scores for a case are stated in the form: 
01 = -0.3628 Zi + 0.6835 Iz + 0.4328 Z] - 0.7069 Z4 -
0.6217 Z5 + 0.6707 Zg 
02 = 0.6015 Zi - 0.3818 Z2 + 0.4196 Z3 - 0.7753 Z4 + 
0.5248 Z5 + 0.3474 Zg 
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where 
Zi = standardized score of motivation factor 
Z2 = standardized score of environment factor 
Z3 = standardized score of finance factor 
Z4 = standardized score of health factor 
Z5 = standardized score of teaching factor 
Z5 = standardized score of social factor 
An examination of the group centroids reported in Table 19 shows 
that the first discriminant function distinguishes groups 1 and 2 from 
the other two groups, while the second discriminant function distin­
guishes group 2 from the other three groups. Canonical correlations 
of 0.606 and 0.381 indicate that each discriminant function provides 
Table 19. Canonical discriminant functions evaluated at group centroids 
for the four dropout groups 
















a considerable degree of association between discriminant function scores 
and group membership. 
A useful device in the interpretation of discriminant functions 
is to form pairwise plots of group centroids on all significant 
discriminant scores for each group on each dimension. Figure 1 illus­
trates a discriminant function plot for the four dropout groups. The 
plot emphasizes the utility of both dimension in discriminating among 
the four groups. On the first discriminant function, group 2 is clearly 
distinguished from groups 3 and 4, but group 1 and group 4 are not much 
different from each other. It is the second function that highlights 
differences between group 2 and the remaining three groups. On the basis 
of both discriminant functions, differences between group 4 and group 1 
or group 4 and group 3 are not clear. 
Table 20 showed the classification results of the derived discrimi­
nant functions for the four dropout groups. It was found that the cor­
rect classification rate is 40 percent for temporary dropout group, 97.2 
percent for within-institution transfer group, 66.7 percent for transfer 
to other institutions group,'and no one in the permanent dropout group 
was correctly predicted by the two discriminating fuctnions. The overall 
correct discriminating rate of the discriminating functions for the four 
dropout groups was 77.45 percent. 
Research hypothesis 7 
It is hypothesized that the product-moment correlation coefficient 
between the eight factors of attrition and each one of the following 
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Figure 1. Canonical discriminant function plot evaluated at group means 
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do not differ from zero beyond that expected by chance alone using the 
95 percent confidence interval of the t distribution: sex, age, knowl­
edge about the College of Education at ISU, grade expected, on academic 
probation, on honor roll, classes met expectation, rating of the faculty. 
Table 20. Classification results of the four dropout groups 

























































Percent of " grouped" cases correctly classified: 77.45% 
instructor's interest in student, staff's interest in student, acquaint­
ance of academic advisor, help from academic advisor, satisfaction of 
assistance from faculty advisor, mother's education, father's education, 
employment status, number of quarters completed, and degree completed. 
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The correlation coefficient and test of significance between the 
eight attrition factors and the selected variables are summarized in 
Table 21. It was found that a moderate correlation existed between the 
following variable pairs: academic-grade expected (0.2834), academic-on 
academic probation (-0.3897), academic-degree completed (0.3026), 
environment-on academic probation (-0.3215), environment-on honor roll 
(0.3051), finance-age (0.2729), finance-degree completed (0.3425), 
motivation-on honor roll (0.3080), personality-on academic probation 
(-0.4120), personality-on honor roll (0.2570), personality-instructor's 
interest in students (-0.1458), personality-degree completed (0.2823), 
health-age (0.3058), health-degree completed (0.2539), and social-age 
(0.2782). Based upon the findings reported in Table 21, it was concluded 
that the null hypothesis was rejected at a = 0.05 level. 
Most important reasons for withdrawal 
The last portion of the survey instrument asked the dropout students 
to select three reasons which most influenced their decision to leave 
the College of Education at Iowa State University. The reasons most 
often mentioned by the dropout students are summarized in Table 22. 
Changing educational/vocational goals was the single most important rea­
son for withdrawal as cited by the dropout students. Among the five 
first most important reasons were changing educational/vocational goals 
(36.1 percent), job opportunities for teachers (7.2 percent), lack of 
challenge or excitement in teaching (5.1 percent), lack of interest in 
working with children or teenagers (4.1 percent), and health 
Table 21. The summary of correlation coefficients and test significance between the eight attrition 
factors and the selected variables 
Factors 




























On academic probation 
-0.3897 -0.3215 
(0.000)** (0.001)** 

































-0.0794 0.1490 -0.1807 
(0.088) (0.075)* (0.014)* 
0.3058 0.0554 0.2782 
(0.002)** (0.586) (0.005)** 
-0.0305 0.0478 0.0437 
(0.761) (0.633) (0.663) 
0.1210 0.0576 0.2109 
(0.230) (0.569) (0.035)* 
-0.2175 0.0809 -0.1657 
(0.028)* (0.419) (0.096) 
0.0545 -0.0171 0.2122 
(0.588) (0.865) (0.033)* 
Classes met expectation 
0.2295 0.1552 0.0372 0.1657 
(0.021)* (0.121) (0.712) (0.098) 
Rating of the faculty 
0.0254 0.0779 0.1205 0.0636 
(0.803) (0.443) (0.235) (0.532) 
Instructor's interest in students 
-0.2120 -0.3000 -0.0766 -0.1736 
(0.107) (0.041)* (0.500) (0.175) 
Staff's interest in students 
-0.0156 0.0483 0.0575 0.1528 
(0.877) (0.631) (0.568) (0.127) 
Acquaintance of academic advisor 
-0.0326 0.0972 -0.0306 0.0835 
(0.745) (0.331) (0.760) (0.404) 
Help from academic advisor 
-0.0538 0.0205 -0.0671 0.0918 
(0.591) (0.838) (0.503) (0.359) 
Satisfaction of assistance from faculty advisor 
0.1554 0.2380 0.0297 0.0567 
(0.121) (0.017)* (0.768) (0.573) 
Mother's education 
0.0340 0.0525 -0.0948 -0.1146 
(0.735) (0.600) (0.343) (0.251) 
*Significant at the p < .05 level. 


































































Table 21. Continued 
Factors 
Variables 
Academic Environment Finance Motivation Personality Health Teaching Social 
Father's education 
-0.0177 -0.0403 -0.1027 -0.1938 
(0.860) (9.688) (0.304) (0.051) 
Employment status while at the College of Education 
-0.0808 -0.1200 -0.1673 0.0430 
(0.419) (0.230) (0.093) (0.668) 
Number of quarters completed 
-0.0940 -0.0939 -0.0739 -0.1148 



































0.2539 -0.1136 0.2027 
(0.010)** (0.255) (0.041)* 
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Table 22. The most important reasons for dropout students to leave the 
College of Education at Iowa State University 
Reason for students to leave 










20. I changed my educational/ 
vocational goals 36.1 16.1 7.7 
41. I worried about job oppor­
tunities for teachers 7.2 17.2 14.1 
47. I felt a lack of challenge 
or excitement in teaching 5.2 4.3 7.7 
44. I felt a lack of interest 
in working with children 
or teenageers 4.1 2 . 2  1.3 
45. I had health complications 
(illness, injury, mental 
disturbance) 4.1 0.0 7.7 
40. I worried about teacher's 
salaries 3.1 10.8 19.2 
23. I was not ready for college; 
I need time to grow up 3.1 2.2 2.6 
13. I did not have enough money 
to go to school 3.1 1.1 0.0 
4. I was not satisfied with 
the variety of courses 
offered in my major 2.1 5.4 3.8 
44. I worried about job 
security for teachers 2.1 4.3 3.8 
1. I was dropped or about 
to be dropped from 
enrollment by the academic 
standards committee 2.1 0.0 0.0 
42. I was not satisfied with 
the status of teaching 1.0 5.4 11.5 
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Table 22. (Continued) 
Reason for students to leave 










26. I wanted to find out 
who I was 1.0 3.2 3.8 
21. I was not motivated to 
study 1.0 3.2 1.3 
28. I became overly anxious 
and/or worried 1.0 2.2 3.8 
9. I felt a lack of faculty 
interest in me 1.0 2.2 2.6 
7. I could not get into my 
required and/or elective 
courses because of their 
full enrollment 1.0 2.2 0.0 
29. I lacked responsibility 
and independence 1.0 2.2 0.0 
complications (4.1 percent). Regarding the second most important reason, 
job opportunities for teachers (17.2 percent), changing educational/ 
vocational goals (16.1 percent), and teacher's salaries (10.8 percent) 
were the top three reasons often stated by the dropout students. For 
the third most important reason, teacher's salaries (19.2 percent), job 
opportunities for teachers (14.1 percent), status of teaching (11.5 per­
cent), changing educational/vocational goals (7.7 percent), lack of chal­
lenge or excitement in teaching (7.7 percent), and health complications 
(7.7 percent) were most frequently reported by the respondents. 
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CHAPTER V. SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
The purpose of this chapter is to summarize the results of the 
study, draw conclusions based upon the findings, and present recommen­
dations. 
Summary and Conclusions 
This section provides a summary and the conclusions of the study 
based upon the findings of the preceding chapters. The seven research 
hypotheses are restated, followed by a brief conclusion of the findings. 
Restatement of the problem 
This study was designed to investigate the factors which affected 
student attrition in the College of Education at Iowa State University 
during the period of 1975-1980. 
Restatement of the purpose 
The main purpose of this study was to identify the factors affecting 
student withdrawal in the College of Education at Iowa State University. 
The study also investigated the characteristics of dropout patterns (aca­
demic failure dropout or voluntary withdrawal; transfer dropout, tempo­
rary dropout, or permanent dropout) among the dropout groups of under­
graduate students. 
Research hypothesis 1 
It is hypothesized that there is no significant difference between 
the proportions of the academic failure group and the voluntary.with­
drawal group on each of the following discrete variables: sex, educa­
tional goal, influential person, finance of college expenses, knowledge 
about the College of Education at ISU, grade expected, on academic pro­
bation, on honor roll, classes met expectation, rating of the faculty, 
instructor's interest in student, staff's interest in student, acquaint­
ance of academic advisor, help from academic advisor, satisfaction of 
assistance from faculty advisor, mother's education, mother's occupation, 
father's education, father's occupation, employment status, place of 
residence, number of quarters completed, marital status, activities after 
leaving the College of Education, degree completed since leaving the 
College of Education, major in the College of Education, and type of 
attrition. 
Conclusion 
It was found that the chi-square procedure was not appropriate to 
test the significant difference between the academic failure dropout 
group and the voluntary withdrawal group because of the insufficient 
sample size on the following variables: educational goal, influential 
person, financed college expenses, rating of the faculty, mother's educa­
tion, mother's occupation, father's education, father's occupation, mari­
tal status, activities after leaving the College of Education, and degree 
completed. The results of the study also indicated that there were 
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significant differences between the academic failure dropout group and 
the voluntary withdrawal group on grade expected, staff's interest in 
student, place of residence, major in the College of Education, and type 
of withdrawal at the a = 0.05 level. It was concluded, based on the 
above findings, that the null hypothesis should be rejected at the a = 
0.05 level. The results indicated that 24.5 percent of the dropout stu­
dents were male and 75.5 percent were female. In terms of educational 
goal for attending the College of Education at ISU, 76.5 percent of aca­
demic failure students intended to complete a degree and a teaching cer­
tificate. While only 48.2 percent of voluntary withdrawal students 
planned to do so, another 41.2 percent of voluntary withdrawal students 
attended the College of Education for exploring a career area. About 
65 percent of the dropout students indicated that they motivated them­
selves to attend the College of Education, 9.9 percent were influenced 
by friends, and 7.9 percent were influenced by parents. About 44 percent 
of the parents financed their child's college expenses, 20.6 percent 
of the dropout students are supported by self, 7.8 percent were supported 
by scholarship, and 6.9 percent obtained student loans. 
About 45 percent of the dropout students reported that they had 
enough knowledge about the College of Education at ISU to make a good 
choice of program when they first enrolled. Regarding the grade expec­
tation, 73.3 percent of the academic failure students indicated that 
their grades have been worse than they wanted them to be; about two-
thirds of the voluntary withdrawal students reported that their grades 
have been as good as or better than they expected. About 27 percent 
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of the dropout students had ever been on the Dean's l ist or honor roll 
while enrolled in the College of Education. Twenty-one percent of the 
dropout students felt that the classes offered in the College of Educa­
tion met their expectation, 63 percent reported to some extent. A ma­
jority of the dropout students rated the faculty in the College of Educa­
tion as average (52.5 percent) or above average (42.4 percent). 
The majority (52.4 percent) of the dropout students felt that only 
a few instructors had shown a personal interest in students. Only 5.9 
percent of academic failure students and 17.9 percent of voluntary with­
drawal students indicated that the college administration and staff had 
a personal interest in students. Two-thirds of the dropout students 
knew their academic advisor in the College of Education. About half 
of the dropout students felt that the help from their academic advisor 
was restricted to course planning only, while 26.5 percent reported help 
from their advisor as l ittle to none. Only 32.7 percent of the dropout 
students were satisfied with the assistance they received from an aca­
demic advisor. Less than one-half (40.2 percent) of the mothers of the 
dropout students completed 12th grade education or less, 18.6 percent 
obtained a bachelor's degree and 7.8 percent completed an advanced de­
gree. Concerning mother's occupation of the dropout students, 38.2 per­
cent were homemakers, 28.4 percent were office-clerks, and 15.7 percent 
were teachers. About 27.5 percent of the fathers of the dropout students 
completed 12th grade education or less, 26.5 percent earned a bachelor's 
degree, and 23.5 percent completed an advanced degree. Regarding the 
father's occupation, 25.5 percent held management jobs, 15.7 percent 
were farmers, 14.7 percent had professional jobs, and 9.8 percent were 
laborers. 
A majority (54.9 percent) of the dropout students were not employed 
while attending the College of Education, 7.8 percent had full-time jobs, 
while 30.4 percent held part-time jobs (10-20 hours). However, 63.5 
percent of the voluntary withdrawal students and 47.1 percent of the 
academic failure students lived in a dormitory, 41.2 percent of the aca­
demic failure group live in off-campus housing, but only 11.8 percent 
of the voluntary withdrawal group lived in off-campus housing. 
About 35 percent of the dropout students completed two quarters 
or less while 36.6 percent had completed 3-5 quarters in the College 
of Education before they left. Only 3 of 102 dropout students were mar­
ried and one was separated or divorced. After leaving the College of 
Education, 47.1 percent of the academic failure students went to work, 
29.4 percent transferred to other colleges at ISU, only 17.6 percent 
went to work. About 68 percent of the voluntary withdrawal students 
and 29.4 percent of the academic failure students completed a bachelor's 
degree, 41.2 percent of the academic failure group and 14.1 percent of 
the voluntary withdrawal group had not completed a degree. Thirty-eight 
percent of the academic failure students and 23.8 percent of the volun­
tary withdrawal students majored in Physical Education and Leisure 
Studies; however, 65.5 percent of the voluntary withdrawal group and 
31.3 percent of the academic failure group majored in Elementary Educa­
tion. Seventy-five percent of the voluntary withdrawal students and 
41 percent of the academic failure students transferred to other colleges 
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at ISU, 29.4 percent of the academic failure group and 10.6 percent of 
the voluntary withdrawal group became permanent dropouts. 
Research hypothesis 2 
It is hypothesized that there are no significant differences among 
the proportions of the within-institution transfer group, temporary drop­
out group, transfer to other institution group, and permanent dropout 
group on each of the following discrete variables: sex, educational 
goal, influential person, finance of college expenses, knowledge about 
the College of Education at ISU, grade expected, on academic probation, 
on honor roll, classes met expectations, rating of the faculty, instruc­
tor's interest in student, staff's interest in student, acquaintance 
of academic advisor, help from academic advisor, satisfaction of assist­
ance from faculty advisor, mother's education, mother's occupation, fath­
er's education, father's occupation, employment status, place of resi­
dence, number of quarters completed, marital status, activities after 
leaving the College of Education, degree completed since leaving the 
College of Education, major in the College of Education, and pattern of 
dropout. 
Conclusion 2 
Since the sample size in the temporary dropout group was too small 
for the statistical testing procedure, no chi-square test was performed 
for the discrete variables in this hypothesis. However, a crosstabula-
tion table of the four dropout groups by categorical variables is re­
ported in Appendix D. 
102 
Research hypothesis 3 
It is hypothesized that there is no significant difference between 
the means of the academic failure dropout group and the voluntary with­
drawal group on each of the following continuous variables: age, aca­
demic factor, motivation factor, personality factor, environment factor, 
finance factor, health factor, teaching career factor, and social factor. 
Conclusion 3 
It was found that there were significant differences between the 
two dropout groups on the following continuous variables: academic fac­
tor, personality factor, and environment factor at the a = 0.05 level. 
No significant difference was found between the two dropout groups re­
lated to age at entrance year, motivation factor, finance factor, health 
factor, teaching career factor, and social factor. It was concluded, 
based on these findings, that the null hypothesis should be rejected 
at the a = 0.05 1evel. • 
The results of the study indicated that the average age of entrance 
year for the academic failure group was 19.7 years old, and 18.7 years 
old for the voluntary withdrawal group. The academic failure group had 
experienced significantly more academic difficulty, personality conflict, 
and adaptation problems of university environments than the voluntary 
withdrawal group. In contrast to other factors, both the academic fail­
ure group and the voluntary withdrawal group worried more about the pros­
pect of a teaching career, and were concerned with their educational/ 
vocational goals as well as motivation to study. 
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Research hypothesis 4 
It is hypothesized that there are no significant differences among 
the means of the within-institution transfer group, temporary dropout 
group, transfer to other institutions group, and the permanent dropout 
groups on each of the following continuous variables: age, academic 
factor, motivation factor, personality factor, environment factor, fi­
nance factor, health factor, teaching career factor, and social factor. 
Conclusion 4 
It was found that there were significant differences among the four 
dropout groups on the following continuous variables: academic factor, 
personality factor, environment factor, finance factor, teaching career 
factor, and social factor, at a = 0.05 level. No significant difference 
was found among the four dropout groups on age at entrance year, motiva­
tion factor, and health factor. It was concluded that the null hypoth­
esis should be rejected at a = 0.05 level. 
The results of the study indicated that the temporary dropout stu­
dents have experienced significantly less academic difficulty than those 
who transferred to other institutions or withdrew permanently, and the 
permanent dropout students also had more academic difficulty than those 
who transferred to other colleges at ISU. The temporary dropout group 
and the within-institution transfer group confronted significantly less 
personality conflict, adaptation problems to university environment, 
financial difficulty, and social inadequacy at ISU than the temporary 
dropout group and within-institution transfer group. Regarding the 
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teaching career aspect, those who transferred to other colleges at ISU 
worried significantly more about the prospect of teaching career than 
those who withdrew temporarily or permanently. 
Research hypothesis 5 
It is hypothesized that the centroids of the academic failure drop­
out group and the voluntary withdrawal group in the discriminant function 
space defined by factor scores do not differ between each other greater 
than that expected by chance alone using the 95 percent confidence inter­
val of the approximate F distribution based on Wilk's lambda statistics. 
Conclusion 5 
The Wilk's lambda and univariate F-ratio statistic procedures were 
used to test the discriminating power of the eight dropout factors. 
It was found that academic factor, personality factor, environment fac­
tor, finance factor, and health factor were significantly potential dis­
criminating variables to distinguish the academic failure group from 
the voluntary withdrawal group at the a = 0.05 level. 
The stepwise Wilk's discriminant procedure was employed to select 
the discriminant variables for inclusion in the discriminant analysis. 
The canonical discriminant function consists of four variables: academic 
factor, personality factor, teaching career factor, and social factor. 
A considerable discriminating power (Wilk's lambda of 0.719, canonical 
correlation of 0.530) was found in this discriminant function for dis­
tinguishing the academic failure group from the voluntary withdrawal 
group. It was also found that the group centroids in the discriminant 
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function for the academic failure group was 1.384, while for the volun­
tary withdrawal group it was -0.277. About 53 percent of the academic 
failure students and 96.5 percent of the voluntary withdrawal students 
were correctly classified by the discriminant function. The overall 
correct classification rate of the discriminant function was 89.22 per­
cent. 
Research hypothesis 6 
It is hypothesized that the centroids of the within-institution 
transfer group, temporary dropout group, transfer to other institutions 
group, and permanent dropout group in the discriminant function space 
defined by factor scores do not differ among the others more than ex­
pected by chance alone using the 95 percent confidence interval of the 
approximate F distribution based on Wilk's lambda statistics. 
Conclusion 6 
It was found that academic factor, personality factor, environment 
factor, finance factor, teaching career factor, and social factor were 
significantly potential discriminant variables to distinguish the four 
dropout groups from each other at the a = 0.05 level. After the execu­
tion of stepwise Wilk's discriminant procedure, three discriminant func­
tions, with six discriminant variables: motivation factor, environment 
factor, finance factor, health factor, teaching career factor, and social 
factor were derived. Only the first two discriminant functions had sig­
nificant discriminating power to classify dropout students. A consider­
able high discriminating power (Wilk's lambda of 0.516 and canonical 
106 
correlation of 0.606) was found in the discriminant functions to distin­
guish the four dropout groups from each other. The group centroids in 
the discriminant dimensions were -0.375 (function 1) and 0.163 (function 
2) for within institution transfer group; -0.834 (function 1) and -1.092 
(function 2) for temporary dropout group; 1.741 (function 1) and -0.044 
(function 2) for transfer to other institutions group; and 0.708 (func­
tion 1) and -0.182 (function 2) for permanent dropout group. The correct 
classification rate of the discriminant functions was 97.2 percent for 
within-institution transfer students, 40 percent for temporary dropout 
students, 66.7 percent for transferring to other institutions students, 
and no one in the permanent dropout group was correctly predicted by 
the two discriminant function. The overall correct classification rate 
of the discriminant functions was 77.45 percent. 
Research hypothesis 7 
It is hypothesized that the product-moment correlation coefficient 
between the eight factors of attrition and each one of the following 
variables do not differ from zero beyond that expected by chance alone 
using the 95 percent confidence interval of the t distribution: sex, 
age, knowledge about the College of Education at ISU, grade expected, 
on academic probation, on honor roll, classes met expectation, rating 
of the faculty, instructor's interest in student, staff's interest in 
student, acquaintance of academic advisor, help from academic advisor, 
satisfaction of assistance from faculty advisor, mother's education, 
father's education, employment status, number of quarters completed. 
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and degree completed. 
Conclusion 7 
It was found that a significant correlation coefficient existed 
between several variable-pairs at the a = 0.05 level. The results of 
the study also indicated that the extent of correlation between the sig­
nificant variable-pairs was moderate. In other words, there was no 
strong association between the eight attrition factors and the selected 
variables in this study. 
Most important reasons for withdrawal 
The results of the study showed that the most important reasons 
for leaving the College of Education often cited by the dropout students 
were changing educational/vocational goals, job opportunities for teach­
ers, lack of challenge or excitement in teaching, lack of interest in 
working with children or teenagers, health complications, and teacher's 
salaries. It was obvious that the changing educational/vocational goals 
and the prospects of employment for teachers were the two main factors 
of most concern to the dropout students. 
Discussion 
The limitations of this descriptive study should be mentioned. 
A considerable low return rate of questionnaires (26.3 percent) was 
caused perhaps by incorrect identification of dropout students and the 
lack of current addresses of dropout students. The generalization of 
the result of this study should be limited to the analysis of data 
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provided by the sample respondents. Interpretation of the findings and 
conclusions have to be considered in terms of the limited response rate 
before any attempt is made in using the result of this study for the 
generalization of teacher education students at Iowa State University. 
Several researchers, Jex and Merrill (1952), Marks (1967), as well 
as Pantages and Creedon (1978), favored the longitudinal method over 
the ex-post facto approach in the study of student attrition. They 
asserted that the longitudinal methodology can provide a clearer view 
of the complex interaction of factors that influence a student to with­
draw from college, and it also enables the researcher to distinguish 
more accurately the dropout patterns. However, due to the limitation 
of time, the researcher was unable to employ the longitudinal methodology 
in this attrition study. Thus, the researcher suggested that the Office 
of Student Services in the College of Education conduct a similar longi­
tudinal attrition study to assist the college administration and student 
advisors to augment student retention. 
In classifying sample subjects by the discriminant functions, the 
proportion of subjects in each classification were used as the apriori 
probabilities. It should be noted that: (1) the apriori probabilities 
used may not reflect the actual proportion of subjects in each classifi­
cation, thus, proportions could not be ascertained for the population 
sampled; (2) errors in classification for a replicate sample (cross-
validation sample) would likely be higher than those observed by classi­
fying subjects on which the functions were obtained. 
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The result of the study indicated that only 54 percent of the drop­
out students intended to complete a degree and acquire a teaching cer­
tificate from the College of Education at ISU. This may imply that the 
dropout students perhaps lacked commitment to the goal of college comple­
tion in the College of Education. The phenomenon of lacking commitment 
causes dropout behavior is consistent with the results reported by sev­
eral researchers (Buck! in and Bucklin, 1970; Marks, 1967; Sewell and 
Shah, 1967). 
Concerning students' reasons for dropping out, several studies 
(Astin, 1975; Iffert, 1957; Panos and Astin, 1968) agreed that the major 
reason given for women's dropping out was marriage and pregnancy, whereas 
men tended to drop out more from lack of interest in study and dissatis­
faction with the college. However, the finding of this study indicated 
that the most important reasons for leaving the College of Education 
were changing educational/vocational goals and worrying about the pros­
pects of teaching career for both men and women. This discrepancy prob­
ably is due to the unique characteristics of teacher education program 
and transfer behavior of drop outs. 
Using the t-test procedure to test significant difference of the 
four dropout factors (academic, personality, teaching career, and social) 
which were included in the discriminant function for distinguishing the 
academic failure group and the voluntary withdrawal group, it was found 
that there was significant difference for the academic factor and the 
personality factor between the two dropout groups. It may imply that 
academic and personality are the dominant factors in discriminating 
110 
academic failure dropout from voluntary withdrawal. Likewise, it was 
found that college environment, finance, teaching career, and social 
are the governing factors to distinguish the four dropout groups. 
A considerable high correct classification rate (89 percent) for 
the academic failure and voluntary withdrawal groups was achieved by 
the derived discriminant function. For the four dropout groups classifi­
cation, the derived discriminant functions yielded a remarkable correct 
classification rate (77 percent), however, they failed to classify the 
permanent dropout group from the within-institution transfer group and 
the transfer to other institutions group. The failure of classification 
for the permanent dropout group was probably due to the survey instrument 
not containing the items to measure discriminantly the characteristics 
of the permanent dropout behavior. 
A remarkable proportion of dropout students indicated that they 
lacked knowledge of the College of Education at ISU to make a good choice 
of programs, instructors and college administration and staff in the 
College of Education did not have an interest in students, and lacked 
personal guidance from their academic advisor. More effort can be ex­
erted by the college administration and faculty to help student reten­
tion. 
Recommendations 
Based on the findings of this study, the following recommendations 
for future research are presented: 
Ill 
1. It is recommended that a longitudinal study be undertaken using 
the total population of the dropout students in the College of Education 
at Iowa State University. 
2. It is recommended that studies like the present one should be 
done for the comparison of dropout and nondropout students in the College 
of Education. 
3. It is recommended that the survey instrument used in the present 
study may be used for establishing a student profile in the College of 
Education at Iowa State University. The student profile may assist the 
college administration and academic advisors in helping students to solve 
the problems they encounter in the college and hopefully retain more 
students until degree completion. 
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IOWA STATE 
College of Education 
Department of Industrial 
Education and Technology 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
UNIVERSITY Tfelephone: 515-294-1033 
April 23, 1985 
Dear Former Student in College of Education: 
Recently you received a questionnaire asking you to express your 
reasons for leaving the College of Education at Iowa State University. 
Your responses to the questionnaire will provide important and meaningful 
information for evaluating and improving the program to benefit future 
students. Hopefully, this reminder will emphasize our desire to hear from 
If you already have completed and mailed the questionnaire, please 
disregard this letter. However, if you need a questionnaire, simply 
return this letter with a note stating the request and a questionnaire 
with prepaid postage will be returned to you. 
Thank you again for your time and cooperation in this effort. 
Sincerely 
you soon. 
onathon Lin Dr. William Wolansky 
Major Professor, Coordinator Graduate Student 
Industrial Education & 
Technology 
of International Education 
College of Education 
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APPENDIX B. SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE 
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Dear Former Student in College of Education: 
This research is concerned with student attrition in teacher 
education at Iowa State University. The purpose of this study is 
to identify factors which contribute to students dropping out or 
transferring to another major or discipline at Iowa State University 
or elsewhere. Results of this study have the potential of assisting 
other students by improving teaching and service which would enable 
more students to complete their degrees. Because this information 
has such potential for future students, it is extremely important 
that you complete and return this survey. Although your cooperation 
is voluntary, we urge your cooperation. 
You do not have to sign your name and your responses will be 
treated in a confidential manner. All information will be coded, 
summarized and reported as group data to protect your identity. 
The number in the upper right hand corner is a survey number. The 
purpose of survey number is to help us in recording the needed 
information. Survey number will be removed from the survey instrument 
after the data are coded. . 
Thank you in advance for your time and cooperation. 
Sincerely 
'Jonathon Lin Dr. William Wolansky 
Graduate Student 
Industrial Education & 
Technology 
Major Professor, Coordinator 
of International Education 
College of Education 
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Part A: Basic Data 
1. My sex is 
male 
female 
2. My age during first quarter of enrollment in the College of Education 
at ISU was years old. 
3. My major reason for attending the College of Education at ISU was to 
obtain a degree, teaching certificate. 
prepare for transfer to another institution. 
take courses of interest. 
explore a career area. 
receive financial assistance such as VA benefits, social security, etc. 
other (specify please) . 
4. Who influenced you to attend the College of Education at ISU? 
parents 
friends 




other (specify please) 





scholarships and/or grants 
social security 
veteran's benefits 
other (specify please) 
6. Did you feel you had enough knowledge about the College of Education at 




7. Since you first enrolled, which of the following applied to you? 
my grades have been as good as I expected 
my grades have been better than I expected 
my grades have been worse than I wanted them to be 
I have not received enough/any grades to answer 
8. Had you ever been on academic probation, temporary enrollment or suspension 
during the period you were enrolled in the College of Education at ISU? 
yes 
no 
9. Had you ever been on the Dean's list or honor roll while enrolled in the 
College of Education at ISU? 
yes 
no 
10. Since you began school in the College of Education at ISU, have the 
classes met your expectation? 
yes 
to some extent 
no 
11. How would you generally rate the faculty members who have taught you 





12. In your opinion, how many of your instructors had shown a personal 






13. Did you feel the college administration and staff (non-faculty) had a 
personal interest in you in the College of Education at ISU? 
yes 









15. What kind of help did you get from your faculty advisor in the College 
of Education at ISU? 
little to none (signature on registration day) 
course planning only 
course planning and personal guidance 
16. Did you feel the assistance you received from your faculty advisor in 
the College of Education at ISU was satisfactory? 
yes 
to some extent 
no 
17. Your mother's highest education level is 
8th grade or less 
12th grade or less 
business, vocational, or technical training after completion of 
high school 
one or more years of college without receiving a degree 
bachelor's degree 
advanced degree 
18. Her occupation while you were a student in the College of Education at 
ISU was . 
19. Your father's highese educational level is 
8th grade or less 
12th grade or less 




20. His occupation while you were a student in the College of Education at 
ISU was 
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21. While you were a student in the College of Education, you were 
employed full-time (more than 20 hours), 
employed 10-20 hours, 
employed less than 10 hours. 
not employed, 
22. Your major place of residence while attending the College of Education 
at ISU was your 
dormitory. 
sorority or fraternity. 
off-campus housing. 
married student housing. 
parent's home. 
other (specify please) ' . 
23. Before you left the College of Education at ISU, you had completed 
2 quarters or less. 
3-5 quarters. 
6-8 quarters. 
9 or more quarters. 





25. After leaving the College of Education at ISU you 
went to work full or part-time. 
got married and became a homemaker. 
enrolled at a business, vocational, or technical school. 
transferred to an area community or junior college. 
transferred to another four-year university or college. 
transferred to another college at ISU. 
other (specify please) . 
26. After withdrawing from the College of Education at ISU you 
re-enrolled only once. 
re-enrolled twice. 
re-enrolled three or more time. 
did not re-enroll . 
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27. Since leaving the College of Education at ISU you 
have completed your certificate or Associate degree: 
major 
have completed your Bachelor's degree: major 
have completed your Master's degree: major 
are still in school and working toward your degree: 
have not completed a degree 
28. Your major at the time you left the College of Education at ISU was 
elementary education. 
industrial education and technology. 
physical education and leisure studies. 
secondary education. 
professional studies in education. 
29. You left the College of Education at ISU because 
academic failure (did not meet academic standards). 
voluntary withdrawal for other reasons. 
30. After withdrawing from the College of Education at ISU, you 
transferred to another college at ISU. 
re-enrolled in the College of Education at ISU at a later date. 
transferred to another institution. 
neither transferred to another college or institute nor re-enrolled 
in the College of Education. 
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Part B: Reasons for Leaving the College of Education at ISU 
Directions: Please respond to each item which led to your decision to withdraw 
from the College of Education at ISU, Answer each item by circling 
the number that corresponds with your best choice using the 
following ranking: 
5 - Strongly agree 
4 - Agree 
3 - Neutral (neither agree nor disagree) 
2 - Disagree 





- Strongly disagree 
I left the College of Education at ISU because: 
1. I was dropped or about to be dropped from enrollment by 
the academic standards committee. 
5 4 3 2 1 
5 4 3. 2 1 2, I needed remedial courses that were not offered. 
5  4  3  2  1  3 . 1  f e l t  t h e  c o u r s e s  w e r e  t o o  h a r d .  
5 4 3 2 1 4. I was not satisfied with the variety of courses offered 
in my major. 
5 4 3 2 1 5. I thought the courses were too detailed. 
5 4 3 2 1 6. I felt too much material was presented in too short a 
time in the courses. 
5 4 3 2 1 7. I could not get into my required and/or elective courses 
because of their full enrollment. 
5 4 3 2 1 8. I found the classes too large. 
5 4 3 2 1 9. I felt a lack of faculty interest in me. 
5 4 3 2 1 10. I was disappointed in my housing arrangement. 
5 4 3 2 1 11. I could not find a quiet place to study at my residence. 
5 4 3 2 1 12. I felt I should be able to live in a dormitory without 
having to eat there. 
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5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 
5 4 3 






13. I did not have enough money to go to school. 
14. I was refused financial aid. 
15. I did not get sufficient financial aid. 
16. ISU was too expensive. 
17. I was married and one of us had to quit for financial reasons. 
18. I could not afford the expensive supplies and materials 
for my courses. 
19. I could not get a job to support my staying at school. 
20. I changed my educational/vocational goals. 
21. I was not motivated to study. 
22. I was not concerned about receiving a college degree. 
23. I was not ready for college; I needed time to grow up. 
24. I did not like my academic advisor. 
25. I was constantly defending my beliefs and values. 
26. I want to find out who I was. 
27. I could not get along with my roommate(s). 
28. I became overly anxious and/or worried. 
29. I lacked responsibility and independence. 
30. I wanted a slower life style. 
31. I felt uncomfortable in some of my classes because of my sex. 
32. I did not feel accepted by the other students. 
33. I felt the city of Ames was too small. 
34. I felt Iowa State University was too large. 



































































I Strongly disagree 
1 36. I did not like the type of people who attend ISU. 
37. I wanted to be closer to my boyfriend or girlfriend. 
38. I could not make close friends. 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 
4 3 2 















39. I planned to get married. 
40. I worried about teacher's salaries. 
41. I worried about job opportunities for teachers. 
42. I was not satisfied with the status of teaching. 
43. I felt a lack of interest in working with children or teenagers. 
44. I worried about job security for teachers. 
45. I was not satisfied with the prospects of teachers' hours 
and summers off. 
46. I was not satisfied with teachers' work load. 
47. I felt a lack of challenge or excitment in teaching. 
48. I had health complications (illness, injury, mental disturbance), 
49. I was pregnant, (don't answer this item if you are a man) 
50. I used up my VA benefits, (don't answer this item unless you 
are a veteran) 
51. Of other reasons; please specify 
52. From the reasons stated above, select three reasons which 
most influenced your decision to leave the College of 
Education at Iowa State University. List these reasons in 
order of Importance by writing the number corresponding 
to the most important reason first. 
1) First most important reason 
2) Second most important reason 
3) Third most important reason 
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APPENDIX C. CROSSTABULATION OF GROUPS (ACADEMIC 
FAILURE GROUP AND VOLUNTARY WITHDRAWAL GROUP) 
BY CATEGORICAL VARIABLE 
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Table 22. Crosstabulation of groups (academic failure group and 
voluntary withdrawal group) by categorical variable 
Academic Voluntary 
failure withdrawal 
Variable Category group group 
Educational goal 
1. obtain a degree, teaching certificate 13 41 
2. prepare for transfer 1 0 
3. take courses of interest 0 5 
4. explore a career area 1 35 
5. other 2 4 
Influential person 
1. parents 1 7 
2. friends 1 9 
3. self 12 54 
4. other 3 14 
Financed college expenses 
1. self 2 19 
2. parents 6 39 
3. student loans 1 6 
4. scholarships 3 5 
5. self and student loans 3 3 
6. other 2 13 
Rating of the faculty 
1. excellent 1 1 
2. above average 8 34 
3. average 8 44 
4. poor 0 3 
Mother's education 
1. 8th grade or less 0 2 
2. 12th grade or less 6 35 
3. business, vocational or technical 
training 3 16 
4. some college 2 11 
5. bachelor's degree 4 15 
6. advanced degree 2 6 
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Table 22. (Continued) 
Academic Voluntary 
failure withdrawal 
Variable Category group group 
Mother's occupation 
1. hometnaker 7 32 
2. laborer 0 4 
3. self-employed 1 2 
4. teacher 4 12 
5. office-clerical 4 25 
6. management 1 1 
7. professional 0 2 
8. other 0 7 
Father's education 
1. 8th grade or less 1 3 
2. 12th grade or less 3 25 
3. business, vocational or technical 
training 6 13 
4. bachelor's degree 5 21 
6. advanced degree 1 23 
Father's occupation 
1. laborer 3 7 
2. farmer 1 15 
3. self-employed 1 4 
4. teacher 2 7 
5. office-cl erical 4 5 
6. management 4 22 
7. professional 1 14 
8. other 1 10 
Marital status 
1. married 0 3 
2. single 17 81 
3. separated or divorced 0 1 
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Table 22. (Continued) 
Academic Voluntary 
failure withdrawal 
Variable Category group group 
Activities after leaving the College of Education 
1. went to work 8 15 
2. get married and become a homemaker 0 • 1 
3. enrolled at a business. 
vocational school 0 2 
4. to a community college 1 0 
5. to a four-year institution 3 6 
6. to another college at ISU 5 60 
7. other 0 1 
Degree completed 
1. associate degree 1 2 
2. bachelor's degree 5 58 
3. master's degree 0 3 
4. still in school 4 9 
5. have not completed a degree 7 12 
6. other 0 1 
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APPENDIX D, CROSSTABULATION OF GROUPS (WITHIN 
INSTITUTION TRANSFER, TEMPORARY DROPOUT, TRANSFER TO 
OTHER INSTITUTIONS, AND PERMANENT DROPOUT) 
BY CATEGORICAL VARIABLE 
Table 23. Crosstab!ulation of groups (within institution transfer, temporary dropout, transfer to 
other institutions, and permanent dropout) by categorical variable 
Within Transfer 
institution Temporary to other Permanent 
Variable Category transfer dropout institutions dropout 
Sex 
1. male 15 1 2 7 
2. female 56 4 10 7 
Educational goal 
1. obtain a degree, teaching 
certificate 36 4 5 9 
2. take courses of interest 4 0 0 1 
3. explore a career area 29 0 4 3 
4. other 2 1 3 1 
Influential person 
1. parents 5 1 1 1 
2. friends 6 0 3 1 
3. self 50 3 4 9 
4. other 9 1 4 3 
Financed college expenses 
1. self 20 0 1 0 
2. parents 33 3 2 7 
3. student loans 4 0 2 1 
4. scholarships 5 0 2 1 
5. self and student loans 11 2 2 
6. other 8 1 3 3 
Knowledge of the College of Education at ISU 
1. yes 32 
2. no 39 
Grade expected 
1. as good as expected 31 
2. better than expected 11 
3. worse than expected 24 
4. not applicable 3 
On academic probation 
1. yes 7 
2. no 64 
On honor roll 
1. yes 22 
2. no 48 
Classes met expectation 
1. yes 14 
2. to some extent 43 
3. no 14 
Rating of the faculty 
1. excellent 2 
2. above average 27 
3. average 37 
4. poor 3 
Instructor's interest in students 
1. none 8 
2. a few 45 
3. half 6 


















































Table 23. (Continued) 
Within 
institution 
Variable Category transfer 
Staff's interest in students 
1. yes 11 
2. to some extent . 27 
3. no 21 
4. no opinion 11 
Acquaintance of academic advisor 
1. yes 48 
2. no 15 
3. unsure 8 
Help from academic advisor 
1. 1ittle to none 21 
2. course planning only 33 
3. course planning and 
personal guidance 17 
Satisfaction of assistance from faculty advisor 
1. yes 22 
2. to some extent 34 
3. no 14 
Mother's education 
1. 8th grade or less 2 
2. 12th grade or less 27 
3. business, vocational or 
technical training 9 
4. some college 11 
Transfer 
Temporary to other Permanent 
dropout institutions dropout 
1 2 2 
2 4 5 
2 4 5 
0 2 2 
5 8 8 
0 2 5 
0 2 1 
0 2 4 
3 8 8 
2 2 2 
3 4 4 
2 6 6 
0 2 4 
0 0 0 
3 4 7 
2 5 3 
0 0 2 
5. bachelor's degree 




1. homemaker 28 
2. laborer 1 
3. self-employed 3 
4. teacher 10 
5. office-clerical 20 
6. management 2 
7. professional 2 
8. other 5 
Father's education 
1. 8th grade or less 4 
2. 12th grade or less 20 
3. business, vocational or 
technical training 12 
4. bachelor's degree 17 
5. advanced degree 18 
Father's occupation 
1. laborer 7 
2. farmer 13 
3. self-employed 3 
4. teacher 7 
5. office-clerical 3 
6. management 20 
7. professional 11 
8. other 7 
Employment status while at the College of Education 
1. full time 3 
2. 10-20 hours 23 
3. 10 hours or under 3 


















































































Table 23. (Continued) 
Within 
institution 
Variable Category transfer 
Place of residence 
1. dormitory 45 
2. sorority 13 
3. off-campus 11 
4. parent's home 2 
Number of quarters completed 
1. 2 quarters or less 29 
2. 3-5 quarters 25 
3. 6-8 quarters 14 
4. 9 or more quarters 3 
Marital status 
1. married 1 
2. single 70 
3. separated or divorced 0 
Activities after leaving the College of Education 
1. went to work 6 
2. get married and become a 
homemaker 0 
3. enrolled at a business, 
vocational school 0 
4. to a community college 0 
5. to a four-year institution 0 
6. to another college at ISL) 64 
7. other 1 
Transfer 
Temporary to other Permanent 
dropout institutions dropout 
2 8 7 
1 2 2 
1 1 4 
1 1 0 
0 3 3 
1 5 6 
0 1 3 
4 2 2 
0 1 1 
4 11 13 
1 0 0 
4 1 12 
0 0 1 
0 1 1 
0 1 0 
0 9 0 
1 0 0 
0 0 0 
Degree completed 
1. associate degree 2 
2. bachelor's degree 53 
3. master's degree 3 
4. still in school 9 
5. have not completed a degree 4 
6. other 0 
Major at the College of Education 
1. elementary education 46 
2. industrial education 5 
3. physical education and 
leisure study 15 
4. secondary education 3 
Type of attrition 
1. academic failure 7 
2. voluntary withdrawal 64 
0 1 0 
4 5 1 
0 0 0 
13 0 
0 3 12 
0 0 1 
3 4 7 
0 0 3 
2 7 2 
0 1 1 
0 5 5 
5 7 9 
